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PREFACE. 


In the translation or paraphrase which stands op- 
posite the text, my chief aim has been to show how 
I understand the drift and the several arguments of 
the original. Hence, wherever a Greek phrase seemed 
to be clearer than an English equivalent would have 
been, I have not scrupled to retain it in my version: 
and in general I have sacrificed neatness of expression 
to precision and perspicuity. 

The necessity of justifying my interpretations has 
caused my notes to become in some parts, and espe- 
cially in chapters 5, 8, and 9, disproportionately long. 
The substance of the commentary on chapter 5 ap- 
peared in 1872 in the Yournal of Philology. 

I believe that I have in all cases acknowledged 
my debts to previous commentators. But I should 
be ungrateful indeed if 1 did not make particular 
mention of my obligations to Sir Alexander Grant. 
It was in the pages of his edition that I first became 
acquainted with the Ethics, and however much | may 
differ from him in detail, I can never forget the help 
which, both as learner and as teacher, I have derived 
from his-fresh and instructive work. 

_ Professor Ramsauer’s new edition did not reach 
me until my commentary was already in the press. 
As it was then too late to make use of his researches, 
I deferred the perusal of his work until my own little 
book should be out of my hands. 

Finally it is my pleasant duty to offer my thanks 
to the Syndics of the University Press for their libe- 
rality in undertaking the publication of this book ; 
to the authorities of the Bibliothéque Nationale at 
Paris, the Library of the Vatican, the Library of 
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St Mark at Venice, the Laurentian and Riccardian 
Libraries at Florence, the British Museum, and New 
College, Oxford, for their courtesy in allowing me 
to consult MSS. in their collections; and to my 
friends the Rev. W. M. Gunson, Fellow of Christ’s 
College, Cambridge, Mr S. H. Butcher, Fellow of 
University College, Oxford, and Mr G. G. Greenwood 
of this College, with whom I have discussed many of 
the difficulties which beset this part of the Ethics, 


H. J. 


TRINITY COLLEGE, CAMBRIDGE, 
November 9, 1878. 





x INTRODUCTION, 


titulis singulorum librorum charactere vere quadrato et aureo 
exaratis. Constat foliis scriptis 181.” Bandini. 

I might have saved myself the trouble of collating this 
MS., as Bekker’s collation has been most carefully revised by 
Scholl, whose corrections and additions are printed in Ras- 
sow’s Horschungen Ὁ. 10 sqq. Numerous as are the readings 
which this MS. alone preserves, it is very incorrect, in the 
fifth book more so than several MSS. of less importance. 

ΤΙ". Parisiensis 1854: “cod. membr. Nic. Eth. cum scholiis 
varia manu eaque recentiori scriptis. Mich, Pselli esse veri- 
simile est. Sec. x11.” Catalogue. This MS, appears to me to 
be on the whole the most trustworthy authority for the text 
of the fifth book (“im fiinften und zehnten Buche vielleicht 
als die zuverlassigste Quelle zu betrachten,”’ says Rassow), 
though there are not very many instances in which it is 
᾿ alone in preserving a good reading. 

Μη, Marcianus CCXIII: “in 4° membranaceus, fol. 276, 
saec. circ. XV.” Zanetti, Though very incorrect this MS. 
occasionally preserves an important reading which would 
otherwise be lost. In the judgment of Bonitz (Arzstot. Stud. 
11.9) and Susemihl (Pod#tics p. xxvi) it ranks for the Ethics 
only second in importance to K®. So far as Bk. v is concern- 
ed, I think ΤΡ more trustworthy than either. 

N°. Marcianus. Append. Iv. 53: “bomb. fol. saec. XII.” 
Waitz, Organon p. 3. I suspect that this was the MS. which 
was used by Aldus in printing the Nic. Eth, for his editio 
princeps. Lines have been drawn in the MS. to guide the 
copyist or printer in punctuation, and errors have been care- 
fully corrected in the margin by the aid of some other MS. 
or MSS. In general the Aldine text exactly reproduces ΝΡ 
together with the punctuation and emendations indicated by 
the corrector. I have admitted some three readings into my 
text on the sole authority of N®, It is now well known that 
Bekker's collation of this MS. (as of H*) is an incomplete one, 
and that it is the neglect of this fact which has led some 
scholars strangely to overrate its importance. 
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Οὐ, Riccardianus 46, More correct than ΜΡ, ΟΡ contributes 
fewer peculiar readings to the text than that MS. In this 
book however it does not seem to be as decidedly inferior 
to M” as (according to the best authorities) it is elsewhere. 

Pp», Vaticanus 1342. “Membr., kl. 4to oder 8vo, 133 BL., 
Griechisch und Rémisch paginirt. Kleine Schrift, viele Abkiir- 
zungen.’ Brandis. 

In the Fournal af Philology, 1876, v1. 208, I have endea- 
voured to show that the Cambridge MS. (‘Eliensis’) was 
copied from P”, which must therefore have been written before 
1279, Although apparently more closely connected with K” 
than any other MS. and not so ancient, P” is nevertheless less 
incorrect. I da not however find that it preserves any good 
readings which are not to be found in either ΚΡΊ ΜΌΝ» or ΟΡ, 

My own conclusions (as shown in the text which I have 
adopted) are, so far as Bk. V is concerned, briefly as follows: 

1. That the MSS. collated (exclusive of Q which agrees 
too closely with M” to be worth considering) stand in respect 
of correctness in the following order L®P*O"N*K*H®M?, 1,» 
being decidedly the most correct, and M® decidedly the most 
incorrect; 

2. That H* and P” contribute to the text nothing which 
is not to be found in one or other of the remaining five 
codices; 

3, That when H® and P» are neglected there are about 
43 places in which my reading depends upon one only of the 
remaining five MSS., the contributions of each being as 
follows: K® 23, L® 9, M® 5, O¥ and N? 3 each; 

4. That I am unable to distinguish families, 

It will be remarked that these conclusions agree substan- 
tially with those of Rassow (Forschungen Ὁ. 8), and do not 
encourage the hope that in other parts of the Ethics an ex- 
amination of the MSS. neglected by Bekker would yield 
considerable improvements upon his text. 

Besides the MSS. above mentioned, I have also collated 
Bk. Υ. in two MSS. which are important only on the ground that 
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they have been occasionally quoted by editors. One of them, 
now in the Library of the University of Cambridge, quoted by 
Zell as ‘EI.’ i.e. 'Eliensis,’ is, if I am not mistaken, a transcript 
from P® (vide supra). It is dated 1279, See Yournal of 
Philology, 1876, V1. 208 sqq., where I have given an account 
of it. The other, which is in the Library of New College, 
Oxford, quoted by Zell as C. N., seems to me to be a copy of 
Parisiensis 1853. Both codices have a lacuna extending 
from VIII. 11 § 7 to Ix. 12 § 1, and if I may judge from the 
comparison of a few pages of the Parisian MS. with my colla- 
tion of the Oxford one, they have the same readings, except 
where the Oxford MS, introduces a new blunder. I havealso 
collated a few pages in Marcianus CCXII (“in 8° chartaceus, 
fol. 499, saeculi circiter Xv” Zanetti), which appears to be a 
transcript from Q. 
It will be understood that I have not in general recorded 
the corrections of later hands, that I have noted false accents 
and breathings only where they might seem to have some 


slight significance, and that I have neglected altogether the 
variations of the MSS. in respect of οὐθείς, οὐδείς, &c., of 
elisions, and of the ν ἐφελκυστικόν. I have not in general 
thought it necessary to call attention to discrepancies between 
Bekker’s collation and my own. Finally, I have noted in the 
critical commentary all cases in which my text differs from 
that of Bekker. 


Il. On Dislocations in the Text. 


Conceiving as others have done that the difficulty and the 
obscurity of this book are in a large measure due to dislo- 
cations in the text, I have with some hesitation decided 
to print the several parts of the treatise in what I suppose 
to be the true order. In this way I shall at any rate give 
the reader an opportunity of testing my rearrangement, 
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whilst whatever may be thought of my attempt, I cannot 
well create a greater confusion than that which is to be 
found in the received text. 

My main objections to the vulgate are two: (1) that 
the discussion of the ὠπορία περὶ τοῦ αὐτὸν αὐτὸν ἀδικεῖν is 
broken in two places by the intrusion of (2) 9 § 14—10 ὃ 8, 
and (ὦ) 11 §§ 7, 8, and (2) that 6 §§ 1—3 are wholly out 
of place in their present position between 5 ὃ I9 and 
6 ὃ 4. 

I proceed to examine these portions of the book with 
the double purpose of justifying the above statements, and 
of discovering how to dispose of the intrusive passages. 

The opening words of ch. 9—dopncee δ᾽ ἄν τις, εἶ 
ἱκανῶς διώρισται περὶ τοῦ ἀδικεῖσθαι καὶ adiety — appear 
to announce the beginning of a new division of the book, 
devoted to the consideration of ἀπορίαι with respect to 
ἀδικεῖν and ἀδικεῖσθαι. The first ἀπορία, discussed somewhat 
confusedly in §§ 1—7, is (2) ‘can a man ἑκὼν ἀδικεῖσθαι }᾽ 
The question having been answered in the negative, we are 
told in § 8 that two other ἀπορίαι remain to be investigated, 
(2) ‘is it the distributor or the receiver who ἀδικεῖ δ᾽ and (c) ‘can 
a man ἀδικεῖν αὑτόν ἡ The second of the two latter ὠπορίαι 
(which has been already referred to incidentally in § 4) 
having been separated from the first, in which at first sight 
it might seem to be involved, in § 9, the first is discussed and 
decided in §§ to—13. Then follow three §§ (14—16), which 
have nothing to do with the ὠπορίσε announced for dis- 
cussion, and which would appear to belong to a preliminary 
review of ἔνδοξα about universal δίκαιον and ἄδικον, such 
as that with which the book opens—else why the references, 
not merely to particular justice and injustice, but also to 
other virtues and vices? Next, § 17 limits the sphere of 
ἡ κατὰ μέρος δικαιοσύνη, and consequently has nothing to 
do either with §§ 14—16, or with §§ 8—13. Ch. τὸ which 
follows investigates ἐπιείκεια and its relation to δικαιοσύνη, 
thus raising an entirely new matter. And now in ch, 11 §§ 





χὶν 


1—6, the third ἀπορία (which, I repeat, has been in 9 § 4 
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and § 9 referred to, but never considered) is formally dis- 


cussed. Then, in 11 §§ 7, 8 it is. debated whether ἀδικεῖν 
Next, § 9 recurs to the ἀπορία 


or ἀδικεῖσθαι is the worse. 


‘can a man ἀδικεῖν αὑτόν δ᾽ Finally ὃ 10 concludes the book. 
Thus the matters discussed in ch. 9Q—11 may be tabulated 


as follows: 


(1) 9 §§1—7. The ἀπορία 
(2) Cana man ἑκὼν ἀὔδικεῖ- 
σθαι} discussed and decided. 

(2) §§ 8,9. The ἀπορίαι 
(6) Is it the distributor or 
the receiver who ἀδικεῖ ὁ and 
(c) Can a man ἀδικεῖν αὑτόν ἡ 
announced and distinguished. 

(3) §§ 10—13. The ἀπορία 
(ὁ) Is it the distributor or 
the receiver who ἀδικεῖ ἡ de- 
cided. 


(7) 11 §§1—6. The ἀπο- 
pia (c) Can a man ἀδικεῖν 
αὑτόν ὃ discussed and decided. 


(9) §9. The ἀπορία (c) 
Can a man ἀδικεῖν αὑτόν ἡ 
finally dismissed.» <- ἢ 


ee 


4) 9 gg 14—16. Certain’ 
ἔνδοξα about universal justice 


enumerated and considered. Pas 


(5) 9§17. The sphere of oe 


particular justice determined. . 


(6) 10, Equity. Me. 
(8) 11§§ 7,8. Is ἀδικεῖν | 
or ἀδικεῖσθαι the worse ? Ln 


(10) ὃ 10, Conclusion of 
the book. 


ἢ 
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However we may hereafter dispose of the passages which 
I have enumerated on the right side of the page, there can 
be no doubt that those which I have placed on the left 
side gain in perspicuity if they are read in connection with 
one another. Even if I could offer no suggestion for the 
disposal of the two interpolations, ic. 9g § 14—10 § 8 and 
11 ὃ5 7, 8, I should still recommend this course. But I think 
that I can find places for the fragments which I have set 
aside, In the first place, it seems natural that the discussion 
of ἐπιείκεια, 5 a supplement to the investigation of δικαιοσύνη, 
should stand at the end of the book. I therefore propose 
to place it after 11 § 9, prefixing to it another fragment 
(6 ὃ 3) of which I shall have something to say hereafter, 
and affixing 11 ὃ 10 with which the book obviously concludes. 
Thus according to the numeration of the above tabular 
statement, (1), (2), (3), (7), (9), (6), (10) will stand in the 
order indicated, 

It remains to determine the position of 9 §§ 14—16,9 § 17, 
and 11 §§ 7, 8. —t 

The first of these fragments, being an enumeration and 
examination of ἔνδοξα about justice and injustice in the 
large senses of those words, would seem to belong to the 
early part of the book. Now in 1 § 3 the author states and 
accepts provisionally the popular notion of justice and 
injustice: he then proceeds in § 4, οὐδὲ γὰρ τὸν αὐτὸν ἔχει 
τρόπον ἐπί τε τῶν ἐπιστημῶν καὶ δυνάμεων καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἕξεων. 
Does this sentence naturally succeed § 3? For my part, 
I think not. To say nothing of the harshness of the 
ellipse which Grant assumes,—“ (and I have specified them 
thus) for it is not the same,’ &c,—the introduction of a 
doctrine of the schools in § 4, for no better purpose than 
to justify the form in which the popular notion of § 3 has 
been expressed, is surely very strange. Here then, after 
the words ὑποκείσθω ταῦτα, 1 propose to insert g §§ 14—16, 
(See paraphrase, p. 3.) It will be remarked (1) that a some- 
what lengthy enumeration of popular views with accompany- 
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ing criticisms is precisely what the author's declaration in § 2, 
that he will proceed κατὰ τὴν αὐτὴν μέθοδον τοῖς προειρημένοις, 
has led us to expect at the outset of the enquiry, whereas the 
addition of such an enumeration after the author’s own view 
has been stated is not only useless, but also contrary to his 
ordinary practice; and (2) that the doctrine of 1 § 4 is 
necessary to complete the argument of 9 § 16, as was seen by 
Michael Ephesius, who, though he does not suspect any 
displacement, is nevertheless careful in commenting on the 
latter passage to quote the former. 

Again 9 § 17, which determines the kind of society in 
which ἡ κατὰ μέρος δικαιοσύνη can subsist, is obviously 
connected in thought with 1 § 9. Accordingly I propose 
to insert it after the words τὰ αὑτοῖς ὠγαθά, though I cannot 
allege any better reason than a general sense of superior 
fitness for placing it here, after the parenthetical remarks 
about prayer, rather than after τινὶ δ᾽ οὐκ ἀεί. (See para- 
phrase, p. 7.) 

It remains to find a place for 11 §§ 7, 8. In these §§, 
which have obviously nothing to do with the ἀπορίαι 
raised in ch. 9, ἀδικεῖν and ἀδικεῖσθαι being regarded as 
deviations from τὸ μέσον, it is asked which of the two is the 
worse? Now 5 §§ 17, 18 is the one place in which τὸ κατὰ 
μέρος δίκαιον (taken as a whole) is regarded as a μέσον. I 
therefore insert this fragment at the end of 5 § 18, after the 
words τοῦ δὲ ἀδικήματος τὸ μὲν ἔλαττον τὸ ἀδικεῖσθαί ἐστι, τὸ 
δὲ μεῖζον τὸ ἀδικεῖν. 

Further, two minor changes appear to me to be necessary. 
Firstly, I cannot construe the clause καὶ ὥσπερ ὑγιεινὸν μὲν 
ἐν ἰατρικῇ εὐεκτικὸν δὲ ἐν γυμναστικῇ (11 § 7) in connection 
with its present surroundings. The best place which I can 
find for it isin 5 § 17 after the words ἀλλ᾽ ὅτι μέσου ἐστίν, 
and accordingly I have printed it there in my text, though 
not without hesitation. 

Secondly, I have introduced in 11 § 7, after οὐ yap ἅπαν 


τὸ ἑκούσιον μετὰ ἀδικίας, the words ἐν ois δ᾽ [qu. yap] ἀδικία, 
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Kal τὸ ἀδικεῖν ἐν τούτοις, ἐν ols δὲ τὸ ἀδικεῖν, οὐ πᾶσιν εἰδικία, 
which, as Miinscher has pointed out, Quaest. Crit. p. 84, are 
wholly irrelevant to6 §4*. Here again, though I am sure 
that the sentence is out of place where it stands, I cannot be 
sure that I have discovered the right position for it. 

I turn now to 6 §§ 1—3. These sections, as is acknow- 
ledged by nearly all the scholars who have attempted to 
unravel the perplexities of this book, seriously interrupt the 
argument. As the text stands, 5 § 19 declares that the 
investigation of δικαιοσύνη, ἀδικία, δίκαιον and ἄδικον regarded 
καθόλου is now complete; while 6 § 4 begins an investigation 
of the kinds of δίκαιον called respectively πολιτικόν, δεσπο- 
TLKOV, πτατρικὸν, οἰκονομικῶν ; and the introductory sentence— 
δεῖ δὲ μὴ λανθάνειν ὅτι τὸ ξητούμενόν ἐστι καὶ τὸ ἁπλῶς δίκαιον 
καὶ τὸ πολιτικὸν Sixatov—carefully marks the connection of this 
inquiry with the inquiry concluded in ch. 5. Any intervening 
sentences must be either explanatory of the previous discussion, 
or explanatory by anticipation of 6§ 4 sqq., or, if purely paren- 
thetical, complete in themselves. Now it is impossible to 
connect §§ 1—3 either with 5 § 19 or with 6 8 4; and when 
we consider them by themselves, apart from the context, 
we find that the author (1) in 6 §§ 1, 2, starting from the 
mew assumption that ὁ ἀδικῶν is not necessarily ἄδικος, 
asks a question, demurs to the form of it, and alleges 
examples in justification of his objection, but does not restate 
the question or proceed to enunciate his doctrine, although 
in the words ἀλλ᾽ ov διὰ προαιρέσεως ἀρχὴν he has implicitly 
established a basis for it; and (2)in 6 § 3 introduces a 
reference to a former discussion, which reference is irrelevant 
not only to 6 § 1, 2, but also to5 § 19 and 6 § 4". I conceive 
then that the passage does not occupy its proper position, 
and that it consists of two distinct fragments, one of which, 

1 In the Fournal of Philology, 1876, vi. Ρ. 108, I placed these words in 6 § 1 
after διοίσει. 


3 In the Latin version of Averroes’ commentary no notice is taken of 88 1—3, 
as is expressly noted in the margin of the Venetian edition of 1550. Michael 


Ephesius paraphrases 88 1, 2, but not § 3. 


J. b 
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§§ 1, 2, belongs in thought, as Trendelenburg (/istorische 
Beitrage zur Philosophie 111. 421) has pointed out, to ch. 8, 
whilst the other, § 3, contains at first sight no hint of its 
origin. I proceed to deal with these fragments separately 
and in detail ; and first with §§ 1, 2. 

I have already said that the distinction between ὁ ἀδικῶν 
and ὁ ἄδικος, which is introduced as though it were familiar to 
the reader, is here imported into the discussion for the first 
time. I may now add that, whereas the words οὐ διὰ προαιρέ- 
σεως ἀρχὴν ἀλλὰ διὰ πάθος read as though the distinction 
between τὰ ἐκ προαιρέσεως and τὰ διὰ πάθος had been already 
enforced, that distinction has not been brought before us in 
connection with the present subject. It has also been stated 
that the author after asking the question ὁ ποῖα ἀδικήματα 
ἀδικῶν ἤδη ἄδικός ἐστιν ἑκάστην ἀδικίαν; objects to the form 
of the.question, prepares to answer it in its spirit if not in its 
letter, but strangely stops short and drops the matter. Now. 
in ch. 8 we find (1) that wpoaipera and ἀπροαίρετα (in which 
ὅσα διὰ θυμὸν καὶ ἄλλα πάθη ὅσα ἀναγκαῖα ἣ φυσικὰ συμβαίνει 
τοῖς ἀνθρώποις are included) are carefully distinguished in 8 
§ 5; (2) that the distinction between ὁ ἀδικῶν and ὁ ἄδικος is 
introduced, apparently as a novelty, in 8§ 8; and (3) that 
the very question asked in 6§1, not having been restated 
in the interval, is declared answered in 8 § 11, upon the 
principle hinted at but not distinctly enunciated in the former 
passage. Hence I infer that the fragment 6 § 1, 2 is to 
be inserted in ch. 8 somewhere between οὐ μέντοι mw ἄδικοι 
διὰ ταῦτα οὐδὲ πονηροί (ὃ 8) and ἂν δ᾽ ἐκ προαιρέσεως βλάψῃ, 
ἀδικεῖ, κιτιλ. (§ 11): and on examination of the region thus 
defined I decide to place it in ὃ 8 after βλάβη. (See para- 
phrase, p. 47.) The train of thought of 8 §§ 6—11 is then as 
follows :—‘ The βλάβαι which may occur in the several κου- 
νωνίαν of society are three—at’ynua (ὅταν παραλόγως ἡ 
βλάβη γένηται), ἁμάρτημα (ὅταν μὴ παραλόγως ἄνευ δὲ κακίας), 
ἀδίκημα (ὅταν εἰδὼς μὲν μὴ προβουλεύσας δέ. He who acts 
knowingly, but not of deliberate purpose, ἀδικεῖ but is not 
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necessarily ἄδικος. What are the acts then the commission of 
which makes the agent ἄδικος as well as ἀδικῶν Not 
certain specified acts, but acts done ἐκ προαιρέσεως (whence 
τὰ ἐκ θυμοῦ are rightly accounted ἀδικήματα which do not 
imply ἀδικία in the agent, for ὃ ὀργισθείς is εἰδώς but not 
προελόμενος) Thus in this chapter ἄδικον, ἀδίκημα, and 
ἀδίκημα implying ἀδικία, are successively considered and 
defined. When the agent is not ἑκών, he ἄδικα πράττει.. 
When the agent is ἑκών but not προελόμενος, he ἀδικεῖ and 
the act is an ἀδίκημα. When the agent is προελόμενος, he 
adixet καὶ ἄδικός ἐστιν. It will be observed, (1) that the frag- 
ment inserted accounts for the transition from the plurals 
ἄδικοι, πονηροί in 8 ὃ 8 to the singulars ἄδικος, μοχθηρός in 
8 § 9; and (2) that the phrase διὰ προαιρέσεως ἀρχήν in 6 § ¥ 
leads up to the emphatic ἄρχει in the last sentence of the 
second of these sections. These coincidences may seem in 
some measure to confirm my conjecture. 
So much for the first of the two fragments of which 
I suppose 6 §§ I—3 to consist. It is more difficult to dis- 
pose of the second. We miay however assume from the form 
of it—as μὲν οὖν ἔχει τὸ ἀντιπεπονθὸς πρὸς τὸ δίκαιον εἴρηται 
mpotepoyv—that it is the beginning of a distinct paragraph, 
whilst it is evident that this allusion to the investigation 
of τὸ ἀντιπεπονθός would be specially appropriate at the 
beginning of a subsequent chapter upon an offshoot of 
justice. Indeed it is difficult to imagine any other circum- 
stances under which the reminder would be required. I 
propose therefore to insert the fragment at the beginning 
of the chapter upon equity”. No inconsistency or awkward- 
ness is created by the transfer. The opening sentence of 
ch. 10 will now run thus: 
πῶς μὲν οὖν ἔχει TO ἀντιπεπονθὸς πρὸς TO δίκαιον 
εἴρηται πρότερον᾽ περὶ δὲ ἐπιεικείας καὶ τοῦ ἐπιεικοῦς, πῶς 
1 According to Grant, Spengel so far anticipates me as to place -ch. 10 
after 6§ 3. In his Avistotelische Studien however Spengel adopts Hildenbrand’s 
proposal to place 6 § 3—7 § 7 ὑγ 8 the omission of the word ee between 
5 § 16 and § § 17. 
ὁ 2 
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ἔχει ἡ μὲν ἐπιείκεια πρὸς δικαιοσύνην τὸ δ᾽ ἐπιεικὲς πρὸς τὸ 
δίκαιον, ἐχόμενόν ἐστιν εἰπεῖν οὔτε yap ὡς ταὐτὸν ἁπλῶς 
οὔθ᾽ ὡς ἕτερον τῷ γένει φαίνεται σκοπουμένοις, K.T.r. 

I think that when these changes have been effected the 
several matters discussed in the book follow one another 
in a natural and orderly sequence. In ch. 1, (1) certain 
popular notions about justice and injustice are stated, 
criticized, and accepted, modified, or rejected: (2) the rela- 
tions of the just and the unjust, the just and justice are 
considered: (3) the just is shown to include the lawful and 
the equal: (4) the just in the sense of the lawful is sub- 
divided into τὸ κατὰ τὴν ὅλην ἀρετήν and τὸ ποιητικὸν 
καὶ φυλακτικὸν εὐδαιμονίας τῇ πολιτικῇ κοινωνίᾳ. In ch. 2, 
(1) our attention is directed to ἡ ἐν μέρει δικαιοσύνη, the 
discussion of which is necessary to the completeness of our 
theory of the virtues: (2) ἡ κατὰ μέρος δικαιοσύνη is sub- 
divided into τὸ διανεμητικόν and τὸ διορθωτικόν. In ch. 3, 
distributive justice is shown to consist in that kind of equality 
which is attained by geometrical proportion. In ch. 4, cor- 
rective justice is shown to consist in that kind of equality 
which is attained by arithmetical proportion. In ch. 5, (1) 
commercial justice is shown to consist in that kind of 
equality which is attained by reciprocal proportion: (2) 
δικαιοσύνη is declared to be in some sense a mean, ἀδικεῖν 
and ἀδικεῖσθαι being extremes of which ἀδικεῖν is the worse: 
(3) the general investigation of δικαιοσύνη, ἀδικία, δίκαιον, 
and ἄδικον is declared complete. In ch. 6, we leave τὸ ἁπλῶς 
δίκαιον and proceed to consider τὸ πολιτικὸν δίκαιον together 
with τὰ καθ᾽ ὁμοιότητα δίκαια, viz. δεσποτικόν, πατρικόν, oiKo- 
νομικόν. In ch. 7, two elements οὗ τὸ πολιτικὸν δίκαιον, viz. 
τὸ φυσικόν and τὸ νομικόν, are distinguished. In ch. 8, we 
pass on to the investigation of justice and injustice in the 
individual, who (1) οὐκ ἀδικεῖ unless he is ἑκών, (2) οὐ διὰ 
ταῦτα ἄδικός ἐστιν unless he acts ἐκ προαιρέσεως. In ch. 9 
§§ 1—13 and ch. 11 § 1—6 and § 9, supplementary ἀπορίαι 
in regard to ἀδικεῖν and ἀδικεῖσθαι are discussed. In ch. 10, 


DISLOCATIONS IN THE TEXT. ΧΧΙῚ 


ἐπιείκεια and its relations to justice are considered. Finally, 
in 11 ὃ 10, the investigation of δικαιοσύνη and the other 
ἠθικαὶ ἀρεταί is declared to be complete. 

It now only remains for me to tabulate my arrangement 
of the book as follows: 


1 88 1—3. περὶ δὲ---ταῦτα. 

9 §§ 14—16. οἱ δ᾽ ----ὠδί. 

Ι §§ 4—9. οὐδὲ γὰρ----ἀγαθά. 
9§17. ἔστι δὲ---ἐστιν. 

1 ὃ 10—5 8 18, ὁ δ᾽ ---ἀδικεῖν. 

11 85 7, 8. φανερὸν----ἀποθανεῖν. 
5 ὃ 19. περὶ---καθόλου. 

6 ὃ 4---8 ὃ 8. δεῖ δὲ---βλάβη. 
6§§ 1, 2. ἐπεὶ--- ἄλλων. 

8 §9—9 ὃ 13. ὅταν δ᾽ ---ἔλαβεν. 
11 85 1—6. πότερον---ἀδικεῖσθαι. 
1 ὃ 9. κατὰ μεταφορὰν---τούτοις. 
6 ὃ 3. πῶς μὲν---πρότερον. 

10 § 1—8. περὶ δὲ---ὅξις, 

11 § 10. περὶ μὲν----τοῦτον. 


In the above statement I have not taken account of the 
two sentences ἐν ols δ᾽ ἀδικία, καὶ τὸ ἀδικεῖν ἐν τούτοις, ἐν ols 
δὲ τὸ ἀδικεῖν, οὐ πᾶσιν ἀδικία, and καὶ ὥσπερ ὑγιεινὸν μὲν ἐν 
ἐατρικῇ εὐεκτικὸν δὲ ἐν γυμναστικῇ, because, though I am 
convinced that they ought not to stand in their present 
position (6 § 4 and 11 § 7), I do not feel much confidence 
in my attempt to find a place for them. On the same prin- 
ciple I have allowed them to stand in the text in their tra- 
ditional positions, as well as in the places which I eee 
assign to them. 
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.}11. On the-relations of Book V. to the two Ethical treatises. 


Book ν. being one of the three books which are common 
to the Nicomachean and the Eudemian Ethics, it is necessary 
that I should say something about its relation to the two 
treatises. 

The principal’ theories which have been entertained in 
regard to NV. £. V. VI. Vi. = £. £&. IV. V. VI. are the following: 

I, That these books, with the exception of the super- 
fluous theory of pleasure at the end of VII. belong to the 
Nicomachean treatise: L. Spengel, Adhandl. der k. bayer. 
Akad. 1841: - 

2. That v. 1—10 belong to the Nicomachean treatise, 
V. II. VI. VII. to the Eudemian: A. M. Fischer, de Ethicis 
Nucomacheis et Eudemiis, Bonn, 1847: 

3. That all three books belong to the Eudemian treatise: 
H. A. J. Munro, Fournal of Classical and Sacred Philology, 
1855, 11. 66—81. 

For my own part, I give an unhesitating assent to the 
last of these three theories. I do not however propose on 
this occasion to investigate the whole question, but only 
so much of {t as specially affects the fifth book, a limita- 
tion of the inquiry which would hardly be possible, had 
not Fischer taken up an intermediate position between the 
extreme theories of Spengel and Munro, holding that, while 
VI. and VII. belong to the £. £., v. with the exception of the 
last chapter (ch. 11) belongs to the V. &. Assuming then 
that the detailed arguments which Fischer brings forward to 
prove the Eudemian origin of VI. and VII. are, as I think 


ΤΊ imagine that Schleiermacher’s paradoxical theory, that the Eudemian 
treatise, to which these books belong, is of superior authority to the Nicomachean, 
and the Magna Moralia of superior authority to both (Philosophische Schriften 111. 
306 sqq.) has not found many supporters. 
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them, absolutely conclusive, I proceed to consider his reasons 
for assigning V. I—10 to the other treatise. 

The following is, I think, a fair summary of his main 
argument: 

“The discussion of the ἀπορία---πότερον ἐνδέχεται ἑαυτὸν 
ἀδικεῖν in ch: ΤΙ is not only an ‘ineptissima repetitio,’ the 
question having been already settled in precisely the same 
way in 9 §§ 1—13, but also out of place, as it is impossible to 
justify the interposition of 9 §§ 14—17 and of ch. 10 (περὶ 
ἐπιεικείας). Both discussions cannot possibly be parts of the 
same work, Hence we are justified in assigning Vv. VI. VII. 
partly to one, partly to the other treatise; whereas had there 
been no such disturbance in the argument, we could hardly 
have refused to assign the whole to the £. &., to which the 
superfluous theory of pleasure plainly belongs. That it is the 
second of the two discussions περὶ τοῦ αὑτὸν ἀδικεῖν, and not 
the first, which belongs to the Z. #., there can be no doubt; 
for, while the whole of the investigation of justice contained 
in cc. I—9 is ‘Aristotele dignissima,’ and the last fragment of 
ch. 9 (§§ 14—17) ‘pulcrae disquisitioni pulcerrimum finem im- 
ponit,’ the superfluous ch. 11 exhibits ‘anxiam illam argumen- 
tandi rationem qua haud raro in Eudemiis defatigamur,’ 
and betrays the ‘animum pusillum Eudemi, qui saepissime ad 
explicandas Nicomacheorum quaestiones non solum Aris- 
toteleis argumentis utitur, sed de suo insuper hoc illudve 
adiicit, quo magis res conficiatur.. Thus ch, 11, together 
with VI. and vil, belongs to the Eudemian treatise, ‘tota 
autem disquisitio de iustitia, omnibus suis partibus integra 
cum insequenti capite de aequitate locum suum in Nico- 
macheis obtinet.’” 

It will be perceived that the whole of this argument rests 
upon the assumption that 11 §§ I—6 are no more than a 
repetition of a previous discussion, Where then is this pre- 
vious discussion to be found? According to Fischer in 
9 §§ 1—7: “argumentatio capitis 15 [i.e. ch. 11] nil plane 
differt ab illa quae est in capite 11 [i.e. 9 §§ 1—7]; utroque 





XXIV INTRODUCTION. 


loco notione spontanei .adhibita demonstratur, iniuriam in se 
ipsum illatam esse nullam.” I cannot however allow that 
this is a correct account of the substance of 9 §§ 1—7. In 
9 ὃ 4 indeed the question πότερον ἐνδέχεται αὐτὸν αὑτὸν ἀδικεῖν 
is mentioned, but the mention is an incidental one in connec- 
tion with another ἀπορία, as the words ἔστι δὲ καὶ τοῦτο ἕν τῶν 
ἀπορουμένων, εἰ ἐνδέχεται αὐτὸν αὑτὸν ἀδικεῖν plainly show. 
Indeed Fischer himself, when he is speaking more precisely, 
seems to argue, not: that the ἀπορία is here discussed, but 
rather that the resolution of it follows so directly from the 
διορισμὸς ὁ περὶ τοῦ ἑκουσίως ἀδικεῖσθαι that any discussion or 
even mention of it becomes unnecessary: “non dedita quidem 
opera hoc loco de quaestione αὑτὸν ἀδικεῖν disputatur, sed et 
hanc verbis eius postremis solvi nemo non videt; quodsi enim 
ἑκόντα ἀδικεῖσθαι absurdum est, iam per se liquet, αὑτὸν ἀδικεῖν 
non minus esse ineptum, quum illud ἀδικεῖν non possit nisi 
ἑκούσιον esse, id quod iamdudum demonstratum est. Itaque 
quaestio illa per se iam ideo evanescit, quod fieri non potest 
ut, quam quis iniuriam sibi ipse sua sponte inferat, eandem 
invitus a.se patiatur. Pluribus verbis ad id demonstrandum 
non opus fuisse, satis liquet.” But even if further ‘discussion 
is unnecessary, it does not follow that we can dispense with 
all mention of the ἀπορίαᾳ. The author ought at least to point 
out that further discussion is superfluous, He ought, in fact, 
to make the very remark which Fischer makes: and accord- 
ingly that remark occupies a prominent position in 11 §§ 1—6. 
At any rate the author himself does not think that the question 
has been “prorsus absoluta” in 9 §§ 1—7; for in § 8 we read— 
ἔτι δ᾽ ὧν προειλόμεθα δύο ἔστιν εἰπεῖν, πότερόν ποτ᾽ ἀδικεῖ ὁ 
νείμας παρὰ τὴν ἀξίαν τὸ πλεῖον ἢ ὁ ἔχων, καὶ εἰ ἔστιν αὐτὸν 
αὑτὸν ἀδικεῖν. That the ἀπορία has not been discussed hither- 
to, and will be discussed hereafter, could not well be stated 
more explicitly. Fischer indeed thinks “id tantum hoc loco 
agi, ut ex occasione quaestionis: πότερόν ποτ᾽ ἀδικεῖ ὁ νείμας, 
x.T.X. exemplum quoddam iniuriae in se ipsum illatae (dico 
exemplum: εἴ tis πλέον ἑτέρῳ ἢ ἑαυτῷ νέμει εἰδὼς καὶ ἑκών) 
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quod solum iam superesse videri poterat, una cum hac quaes- 
tione absolvatur:” but for my own part I cannot allow that, 
when the author says ‘two matters included in our programme 
have still to be spoken of, he means ‘it remains to consider 
in connection with another azropia a case upon which we have 
already pronounced judgment.’ 

In brief, as I read the passage, 9 § 8 promises an answer 
to two questions, the second of which has been mentioned 
incidentally in § 4: § 9 shows that the two questions must 
be kept separate: §§ 10—13 discuss the former of them. 
Thus, that the argument may be complete, it is necessary that 
9 § 13 should be immediately followed either by 11 §§ 1—6 
or by a paragraph to the same effect; and as there are other 
grounds for supposing that the concluding pages of the book 
have been disarranged (to say nothing of other disturbances, 
the last paragraph of ch. 9 being, not an “epilogus qui totam 
disquisitionem de iustitia proprie sic dicta concludit,” but 
rather a fragment or fragments of a preliminary investigation 
of justice in general), I unhesitatingly accept the former of 
these alternatives, 

One other point in Fischer’s argument summarized above 
remains to be noticed. He thinks that, whereas the conclud- 
ing chapter exhibits the prolixity and the weakness which 
are characteristic of Eudemus, cc. I—10 are worthy of Aris- 
totle. It is always difficult to decide whether a given work is 
worthy of its reputed author, and especially in such a case as 
this, where the other claimant confessedly borrows both ‘his 
style and his matter. I propose therefore to modify the ques- 
tion which Fischer here raises, and to inquire, not whether the 
fifth book (exclusive of ch. 11). is worthy of Aristotle, but 
whether it is consistent with the Nicomachean treatise. Now 
as to the style my own opinion is in complete accord with that 
of Munro, who holds that “ἴδε style of this book, last chapter 
and all, is precisely the same as that of the other two, and of 
the undisputed parts of the Eudemian Ethics.” In regard to 
the substance of the book, I am not of course bound to show 
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that it is wholly unaristotelian (as I may fairly assume that 
the Eudemian and Nicomachean accounts of justice were 
related to one another in precisely the same way as the Eude- 
mian and Nicomachean accounts of the other virtues, i.e. that 
in general they agreed), but only that if any matter about 
which the two treatises are at variance is raised in this book, 
its doctrine is that of the &. &. If no such matter is raised 
here, Munro’s theory does not necessarily fall to the ground: 
on the other hand, if it can be shown that, in dealing with any 
question, V. agrees with the Z. Z. in differing from the WV. £., 
this will be a strong reason for believing that v. does not 
belong to the latter. Now J. £. 11. and £. £. τι. differ, not 
inconsiderably, in the detail of the theory of the ἑκούσιον and 
the ἀκούσιον, and it will be found on examination that v. 8 
agrees, in the minutest particulars, with the Eudemian state- 
ment: thus (1) the distinction made in NM. &. 1Π. 1 ὃ 13 
between οὐχ ἑκούσια and ἀκούσια is ignored in £. £. 11. and in 
N. E. v. 8; (2) the view taken in NV. EZ. v. 8 § 3 of πολλὰ τών 
φύσει ὑπαρχόντων, οἷον τὸ ynpav ἢ ἀποθνήσκειν, that they are 
οὔθ᾽ ἑκούσια οὔτ᾽ ἀκούσια, is in exact accord with the -state- 
ment made in £. £. τι. 8 ὃ 4, about the upward motion of the 
flame and the downward motion of the stone, ὅτι ov Bia, ov 
μὴν οὐδ᾽ ἑκούσια λέγεται, GAN ἀνώνυμος ἡ ἀντίθεσις, whilst 
N. E. Tl. αὶ § 7 seems to indicate that the author of the V. 5. 
had no such distinction in his mind; (3) in WV. &. v. 8 and in 
Ε. E. τι. 10 ὃ 19 prominence is given to the legal classification 
of παθήματα as ἀκούσια, ἑκούσια and ἐκ προνοίας, which does 
not appear in the WV. £.; (4) in v. 8 ὃ 8 τὰ διὰ θυμόν are 
included amongst ὅσα εἰδὼς μὲν μὴ προβουλεύσας δέ, ἃ classifi- 
cation which is at any rate not inconsistent with the doctrine | 
of the Z. £. (cf. &. &. 11. 9 § 3), whilst in WV. &. 111. 1 § 14 it is 
expressly stated that ὁ ὀργιζόμενος is οὐκ εἰδὼς ἀλλ᾽ ἀγνοῶν. 
I select these trifling instances of agreement and difference 
merely because they are capable of precise formulation; but I 
think that any one who takes the trouble to compare J. Z. 
ν. 8 as a whole with the last chapters of £. Z. 11. and the first 
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chapters of NV. £. IIL, will find the impression grow upon him 
that VV. £.v. and £. £. 11. are, and that WV. &. v. and XN. £. 1. 
are not, the work of the same author. 

For my own part, in proportion as I have become more 
familiar with V. £. v.=Z£. £. Iv., the more certain I have become 
that, whereas its agreements with the rest of the WV. £. are 
precisely what are to be expected from the general resem- 
blance of the two treatises, its agreements with the rest of the 
Ἐ. £., both in thought and in expression, indicate a more 
intimate connection. 

One other argument is put forward, though cautiously, 
by Fischer: “in Z. Z. vil. 15 § 1 we read κατὰ μέρος μὲν 
οὖν περὶ ἑκάστης ἀρετῆς εἴρηται πρότερον᾽ ἐπεὶ δὲ χωρὶς διείλο- 
μεν τὴν δύναμιν αὐτῶν, καὶ περὶ τῆς ἀρετῆς διαρθρωτέον τῆς ἐκ 
τούτων, ἣν ἐκαλοῦμεν ἤδη καλοκἀγαθίαν. The concluding 
sentence of this extract tells us that the word καλοκαγαθία 
has been used in some previous part of the 25. &., whereas it 
is nowhere to be found in the extant treatise. The most 
likely place for its occurrence would be the book about justice. 
Hence the surviving discussion of justice, in which it does not 
appear, must belong not to the Eudemian, but to the Nicoma- 
chean work.” To this argument Munro replies:—“But surely 
the word was more likely to have been mentioned in some one 
of the lost portions of this last book in which he treats of this 
virtue and its end and aim the right worship and contempla- 
tion of God.” I think however that exception may be taken 
on other grounds. Apparently Fischer assumes that ἤδη in 
the phrase ἣν ἐκαλοῦμεν ἤδη καλοκαγαθίαν is equivalent to 
πρότερον. Is this possible? I should have thought that the 
phrase must mean, not ‘which in a previous passage we called 
καλοκαγαθία, but either ‘which down to a time otherwise 
determined,’ or ‘which from a time otherwise determined, we 
called καλοκαγαθία. I suspect therefore that in place of 
ἐκαλοῦμεν we should read καλοῦμεν, and translate—‘whereas 
we then distinguished the functions of the several virtues, we 
must now proceed to investigate the virtue which arises from 
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their conjunction, which virtue we now [i.e. in this form] call 
xaroxayabia. If so, the argument falls to the ground. 

At this point it will be convenient to say something about 
a recent development of the theory of the Eudemian author- 
ship of the three books. Grant, in his first edition of the 
Ethics, published in 1857, has accepted and justified Munro’s 
theory, and in his second and third editions, published in 1866 
and 1874 respectively, has made considerable additions to his 
chapter on the subject. In the second edition he hints a 
doubt whether the corresponding portion of the Nicomachean 
work was ever written, and in his third edition he seems 
decidedly to incline to the view that the Nicomachean work 
was left incomplete, and that the compiler of ν. VI. VII, “not 
having before him any written exposition of this part of Aris- 
totle’s ethical system,” “borrowed directly from other works of 
Aristotle’s, such as the Politics and the Organon.” At any 
rate, he thinks, “at the time when Aristotle wrote what were ° 
to be the concluding paragraphs of his treatise, he had not 
written the middle portion of the Nicomachean Ethics,” and 
he “does not hesitate to pronounce a belief that the words ‘as 
has before been said in the Ethics’ in Politics ΤΙ. ii. 4 and 111. 
ix. 3” [which might seem to show that Aristotle had himself 
“by his own writing filled up the lacuna”] “are, in each case, 
the interpolated addition of either an editor or a copyist.” 

It will be convenient to examine first the evidence which 
Grant brings forward to prove that “Aristotle had not written 
the middle portion of the zc. Eth. at the time when he 
wrote what were to be the concluding paragraphs of his trea- 
tise.” His argument is as follows :— 

“That Aristotle, in summing up what he thought might be 
considered a complete ethical system, should have specified 
the leading topics of Books I—IV. and VIII.—x. of his trea- 
tise, and should have omitted any mention of the subjects 
dealt with in Books v.—VII., seems a strong argument to 
prove that, at all events when he was writing Book x., he had 
not written the disputed middle books. Another argument 
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in the same direction is, that while the three concluding books 
of the Zztkics refer abundantly to Books I.—IVv., they never 
make a single reference to Books v.—VII., though there was 
much opportunity for their doing so. For instance it seems 
peculiar that in all which is said about justice in Book VIII., 
there should be no allusion to the discussions of Book v., and 
that contemplation (θεωρία) should be treated of in Book x., 
without any recapitulation of what was said of the nature of 
Philosophic Wisdom (σοφία) in Book vi. That the treatise on 
Pleasure could have been written as it stands at the beginning 
of Book x., if Aristotle had previously written that other 
treatise on the same subject for what was to form Book VII. 
of the same work, is utterly impossible.” 

I proceed to consider these three arguments in their order. 

Firstly, is it true that Aristotle “in summing up what he 
thought might be considered a complete ethical system omits 
any mention of the subjects dealt with in Books v.—vll.”? 
The summary in question is to be found in x. 9 §1: dp’ 
οὖν εἰ περὶ τούτων [sc. εὐδαιμονίας] καὶ τῶν ἀρετῶν, ἔτι δὲ καὶ 
φιλίας καὶ ἡδονῆς ἱκανῶς εἴρηται τοῖς τύποις, κιτλ. Cf. also 
x. 6 ὃ 1. Grant assumes that the phrase περὶ τῶν ἀρετών 
represents the subject-matter of II1.—IV. to the exclusion of 
that of ν. VI.; whereas it is obvious that the phrase includes 
the subject-matter of V. (περὶ δικαιοσύνης) and VI. (περὶ τῶν 
διανοητικῶν ἀρετῶν) as well as that of 11.---ν. (περὶ τῶν 
ἄλλων ἀρετῶν). Thus Aristotle has not “omitted any men- 
tion of the subjects dealt with” in v. vi. In fact, if the 
Nicomachean equivalent of V. VI. had not been written, surely 
Aristotle would have avoided, instinctively or deliberately, the 
assertion that the virtues had been adequately treated. It is 
true that there is no mention of the subject of VII.: but the 
omission is not one which need surprise us. These summa- 
ries enumerate, not all the matters discussed in the treatise 
(else why is τὸ ἑκούσιον omitted 9), but only so many of them 
as bear directly upon the subject of cc. 6—8, in which the 
ἀνθρώπινον ἀγαθόν is determined more precisely than was 
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possible at the outset of the treatise. Now it is obvious that 
the theory of ἐγκράτεια and ἀκρασία, and that of ἡρωικὴ ἀρετή 
and θηριότης, are not directly connected with the subject of 
these chapters. Hence the silence of the two summaries is 
no proof that Aristotle had not written the equivalent of VII. 
I do indeed suspect, for reasons which I need not mention 
here, that Eudemus in the extant VII. treats this part of his 
subject at greater length than Aristotle had done, but this is a 
very different thing from saying that the corresponding Nico- 
machean book was never written. On the whole then the 
unqualified statement that ‘the ἀρεταί have been adequately 
discussed’ seems to me to indicate that Aristotle had already 
formulated his views about justice and the intellectual virtues: 
certainly it does not prove that he had not done so. 

I pass on to speak of Grant’s second argument. “The 
concluding books,” he says, “never make a single reference to 
Books v.—viI.” In particular he desiderates in VIII. some 
allusion to the theory of δικαιοσύνη, and in X. a recapitulation 
of what had been said about σοφία. But is he right in assum- 
ing that there are in VIII. 1X. no allusions to the theory of 
justice? To say nothing of other passages in VIII. IX. which 
seem to show that Aristotle had made up his own mind about 
questions dealt with in v., such passages as JV. £. VIII. 7 ὃ 3 
(οὐχ ὁμοίως δὲ τὸ ἴσον ἔν τε τοῖς δικαίοις καὶ ἐν τῇ φιλίᾳ 
φαίνεται ἔχειν᾽ ἔστι γὰρ ἐν μὲν τοῖς δικαίοις ἴσον πρώτως τὸ κατ᾽ 
ἀξίαν, τὸ δὲ κατὰ ποσὸν δευτέρως, κιτ.λ.) and IX. 1 § 1 (ἐν πά- 
σαις δὲ ταῖς ἀνομοιοειδέσι φιλίαις τὸ ἀνάλογον ἰσάξει καὶ σώζει - 
τὴν φιλίαν, καθάπερ εἴρηται [sc. VIII. 13 § 1], οἷον καὶ ἐν τῇ 
πολιτικῇ τῷ σκυτοτόμῳ ἀντὶ τῶν ὑποδημάτων ἀμοιβὴ γίνεται 
κατ᾽ ἀξίαν, καὶ τῷ ὑφάντῃ καὶ τοῖς λοιποῖς) seem to show, not 
only that he had elaborated the theory of commercial justice, 
but also that it was already familiar to the reader. Again in 
x. 7 § I we read—n τούτου [sc. τοῦ ἀρίστου, εἴτε νοῦς τοῦτο εἴτε 
ἄλλο τι ὃ δὴ κατὰ φύσιν δοκεῖ ἄρχειν, K.T.r.] ἐνέργεια κατὰ τὴν 
οἰκείαν ἀρετὴν εἴη ἂν ἡ τελεία εὐδαιμονία, ὅτε δ᾽ ἐστὶ θεωρητική, 
εἴρηται. Nowhere in the acknowledged Nicomachean books 
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has it been said that the ἐνέργεια of our noblest and best part 
is θεωρητική. Certainly not in I. 13 ὃ 20 or I. § ὃ 7, the 
passages quoted hesitatingly by Grant in his commentary, 
since I. 13 § 20 is a statement that some ἀρεταί are διανοητικαΐ, 
others ἡθικαί, whilst 1. § § 7 is a purely anticipatory declara- 
tion, and anticipates, not the statement ore ἡ τοῦ ἀρίστου 
ἐνέργεια κατὰ τὴν οἰκείαν ἀρετὴν θεωρητική ἐστιν, but the con- 
clusion to which it leads us, that ἡ τελεία εὐδαιμονία is to be 
found in the θεωρητικὸς βίος. The reference then is to the 
missing books, and it is obvious that the remark in question 
would naturally occur in the investigation of the διανοητικαὶ 
ἀρεταί. If it is asked how it is that we find no such remark 
in the extant VI., the reason is not far to seek. With Eude- 
mus it is not θεωρία, but καλοκαγαθία which is the centre of 
the system: hence in the investigation of the intellectual vir- 
tues he has no occasion to say that ἡ τοῦ ἀρίστου ἐνέργεια 
Kata τὴν οἰκείαν ἀρετὴν θεωρητική ἐστιν, whilst it would be 
strange indeed if the author of the WV. &. had neglected the 
opportunity of making a remark which has so important a 
bearing upon his main argument. In fact x. 7 § 1 seems to 
me to prove that Aristotle had already written the middle 
books of the Nicomachean treatise, and at the same time to 
indicate that V. £. vi.=Z£. £. V. is not one of them. 

Thirdly, Grant remarks that “the treatise on Pleasure 
could not have been written as it stands at the beginning of 
X., if Aristotle had previously written that other treatise on 
the same subject for what was to form Book VII. of the same 
work.” This is of course perfectly true; it does not however 
prove that Aristotle had not written the middle portion of the 
NN. £., but only that WV. &. vil.=£. £&. vi. differs in some 
respects from the corresponding (lost) Nicomachean book’. 

If then Grant fails to prove that, when Aristotle wrote the 
concluding books, he had not written the middle portion of the 

1 In fact here, as in some other places, Grant seems to confound the two dis- 
tinct questions, ‘Had Aristotle, when he wrote Δὶς £. x., already written the 


middle portion of the treatise?’ and ‘ Had Aristotle, when he wrote 1. Z. x., al- 
ready written MV. 2. v. vi. vil. =Z. £. τιν. V. VI. ῥ᾽ 
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treatise, the presumption is, in the absence of evidence to the 
contrary, that Aristotle completed his account of the moral 
_ virtues, and discussed the intellectual virtues, before he pro- 
ceeded to treat of friendship in VIII. 1X., and to sum up the 
results of the whole treatise in x. If the theory of the intel- 

lectual virtues had been unimportant, we might have imagined 
. Aristotle deferring it to a more convenient moment: but as it 
is, it is the very keystone of the system. It is noticeable that 
Grant, who endeavours to explain how Aristotle came to 
defer the consideration of justice, does not attempt to show 
why he set aside the consideration of the intellectual virtues, 
a far more important matter. 

Finally, Grant asks “Did Aristotle himself ever fill up by 
his own writing the lacuna which he had left in his Ethics?” 
and he would answer this question in the negative, on the 
grounds that “the remarks on Retaliation in the Ethzcs [v. 
v. 6] have all the appearance of being a development and 
improvement of those in the Polttics” [Π1. ii. 4], and that /Vic. 
Eth. v. iii. 4 “discusses the Law of Distribution in States 
(though a purely political question) with additional refine- 
ments beyond what we find in the Politics”. I am not pre- 
pared to allow that the doctrine of the passages cited from 
the £thics is an advance upon that of the passages cited from 
the Polztics: but even if it were so, Grant’s point would not 
be proved; for, if, as he and I agree in supposing, V. VI. and 
vil. belong to the 2. Z., the appearance in these books of 
refinements upon the doctrines of the Politics does not prove 
that their Nicomachean equivalents were never written, but 
only that the Eudemian treatise was written at a later date. 
Finally, it must not be forgotten that Grant by his own con- 
fession is obliged to suppose that at least two references to’ 
the Ethics have been interpolated in the Polttics. 

In brief, I hold with Munro that v. vi. and VII. were 
written by Eudemus, and are related to a lost portion of the 
Nicomachean treatise in precisely the same way in which the 
rest of the Z. £. is related to the rest of the WV. E. 
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Q AQ a Q 9 , 4 N φ 
1 Περὶ δὲ δικαιοσύνης καὶ ἀδικίας σκεπτέον, περὶ ποίας 
Φ δ 
τε τυγχάνουσιν οὖσαι πράξεις, καὶ ποία μεσότης ἐστὶν 
$27 δικαιοσύνη, καὶ τὸ δίκαιον τίνων μέσον᾽ ἡ δὲ σκέψις 
A 3 κι 
ἡμῖν ἔστω κατὰ τὴν αὐτὴν μέθοδον τοῖς προειρημένοις. 
$3 ὁρῶμεν δὴ πάντας τὴν τοιαύτην ἕξιν βουλομένους : 
4Φ σι 
λέγειν δικαιοσύνην, ἀφ᾽ ἧς πρακτικοὶ τῶν δικαίων εἰσὶ 
A Ἁ A 
καὶ ἀφ᾽ ἧς δικαιοπραγοῦσι καὶ βούλονται τὰ δίκαια" 
a QN Q 9 a 9 4 9 ~ 
τὸν. αὐτὸν δὲ τρόπον καὶ περὶ ἀδικίας, ad ἧς ἀδικοῦσι 
Ἁ , bs) 19 ὃ δὴ Ἁ ew A e 9 
καὶ βούλονται τὰ ἄδικα. διὸ καὶ ἡμῖν πρῶτον ὡς ἐν 
ν 
9814 τύπῳ ὑποκείσθω ταῦτα. « οἵ δ᾽ ἄνθρωποι ἐφ᾽ ἑαντοῖς το 
y > \ ἐδ A ὃ \ VLA δί 4 ε “ὃ 
οἴονται εἶναι τὸ ἀδικεῖν, διὸ καὶ τὸ δίκαιον εἶναι ῥᾷδιον. 
δ A A ~ 
τὸ δ᾽ οὐκ ecoTw' συγγενέσθαι μὲν yap τῇ τοῦ γείτονος 
καὶ πατάξαι τὸν πλησίον καὶ δοῦναι τῇ χειρὶ τὸ ἀργύριον 
ες» . 93 3 9 a) 3 A b ean Ἂν “A ἴω 
ῥᾷδιον καὶ ἐπ᾽ αὐτοῖς, ἀλλὰ TO ὠδὶ ἔχοντας ταῦτα ποιεῖν 
9 ~ ~ 
9815 οὔτε ῥᾷάδιον ovr ἐπ᾿ αὐτοῖς. ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ τὸ γνῶναι is 
Q δί Ἁ A τὸ δὲ ¥ b | Ἶ ν 
τὰ δίκαια καὶ τὰ ἄδικα οὐδὲν οἴονται σοφὸν εἶναι, ὅτι 
Ν 4 ε 3 a 3 δὴ vd 9 9 , 
περὶ ὧν οἱ νόμοι λέγουσιν οὐ χαλεπὸν συνιέναι. ἀλλ᾽ οὐ 
“ > ἃ \ 
ταῦτ᾽ ἐστὶ τὰ δίκαια GAN ἢ κατὰ συμβεβηκός, ἀλλὰ πὼς 
A A 
πραττόμενα καὶ πὼς νεμόμενα δίκαια" τοῦτο δὲ πλέον 
» A A! ε A ἰδέ 9 , 9 ~ eX " ti 
ἔργον ἢ τὰ ὑγιεινὰ εἰδέναι, ἐπεὶ κἀκεῖ μέλι καὶ οἶνον Ὁ 
2 reJom. K*. ποία] ποῖα Η5. 4.ἔστω] ἐστὶν ΜΡΟ, 6 ἀφ᾽ ἧς πρακτικοὶ 
—ddixlas] om. Q. ὃ τὸν---ἀδικα] om. K®, 10 of 5’ —wl.] 9 88 14—16 traieci. 
ἄνθρωποι] ἄνθρωπι Μ᾽. ἄνθρωποι δὲ H*, 11 τὸ δίκαιον] om. M*Q. 12 τὸ] 
τοῦτο Οὗ. 13 πατάξαι] πειτάξαι Q. 14 ῥάδιον] ῥᾶον Οὐ, ῥᾳδίως Q. Wal] 
ὡς δεῖ pr. ΟὟΡΡ, ταῦτα] ταὐτὸ K*. 10 νεμόμενα] γενόμενα ἩΚΌΜΡΟ. δια- 
νεμόμενα ΟΡ. δίκαια] om. M°Q. πλέον] πλεῖον OP. 20 μέλι] μὲν K?, 
οἶνον] οἶνος Q. 


[NICOMACHEAN] ETHICS V. 


IN regard to δικαιοσύνη and ἀδικία we have to inquire 
(1) what sort of actions they are concerned with, (2) in what 
sense δικαιοσύνη is a μεσότης, and (3) what the extremes are 
between which τὸ δίκαιον lies: and our inquiry shall be 
conducted in the same way as our previous investigations. 

Now [firstly] we see that all men understand by δικαιοσύνη 
the ἕξις which makes men πρακτικοὶ τῶν dixaiwv,—that is to 
say which makes them δικαιοπραγεῖν καὶ βούλεσθαι τὰ δίκαια :; 
and in the same way by ἀδικία, the ἕξις which makes men 
ἀδικεῖν καὶ βούλεσθαι τὰ ἄδικα. Wherefore we may ourselves 
begin by assuming this to be roughly true. [Secondly] men 
conceive that τὸ ἀδικεῖν rests with themselves, and therefore 
that to be δίκαιος is easy: but this is not the case; for though 
it is easy and rests with ourselves to lie with another’s wife, 
to strike our neighbour, and to give away our money, it is 
not easy nor does it rest with ourselves to do these things in 
ἃ given ἕξις. [Thirdly] men assume in like manner that it 
requires no special wisdom to discriminate things δίκαια and 
things ἄδικα, because it is not difficult to apprehend such 
matters as are provided for by the laws: but it is only κατὰ 
συμβεβηκός that actions prescribed by law are identical with 
τὰ δίκαια; to be δίκαια, actions must be done and distributions 
must be made in a particular manner, and the knowledge 
required thereto is more difficult of attainment than the know- 
ledge of what is salutary; whilst even in matters of health, 
though it is easy to know what honey, wine, hellebore, the 

I—2 
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καὶ ἐλλέβορον καὶ καῦσιν καὶ τομὴν εἰδέναι ῥᾷάδιον, ἀλλὰ 
6 
σι A “ δὴ e ¢* ‘ , δ 4 “” 
πῶς δεῖ νεῖμαι πρὸς ὑγίειαν καὶ τίνι Kal πότε, τοσοῦτον 
» ν 9 \ > ὃ > > AN δὲ ~ a “A 
οϑιό ἔργον ὅσον ἰατρὸν εἶναι. Ov αὐτὸ δὲ τοῦτο καὶ τοῦ 
a, » > IMN t A 9 ~ 9 SMX 
δικαίον οἴονται εἶναι οὐθὲν ἧττον τὸ ἀδικεῖν, ὅτι οὐθὲν 
8 
ἧττον ὁ δίκαιος ἀλλὰ καὶ μᾶλλον δύναιτ᾽ ἂν ἕκαστον 5 
πράξαι τούτων, καὶ γὰρ συγγενέσθαι γυναικὶ καὶ πατάξαι, 
Ν e 9 a“ A > 4 3 a ‘ Ν 243 
καὶ ὁ ἀνδρεῖος τὴν ἀσπίδα ἀφεῖναι καὶ στραφεὶς ἐφ 
ε ἴω ’ 9 A Q a N \ 9 A 
ὁποτεραοῦν τρέχειν. ἀλλὰ τὸ δειλαίνειν καὶ τὸ ἀδικεῖν 
4 Q Pe ~ 9 , A A ld 93 A 
οὐ TO ταῦτα ποιεῖν ἐστί, πλὴν κατὰ συμβεβηκός, ἀλλὰ 
aA 9 
TO ὠδὶ ἔχοντα ταῦτα ποιεῖν, ὥσπερ καὶ TO ἰατρεύειν καὶ το 
“a δ Ἄ 
τὸ ὑγιάζειν οὐ τὸ τέμνειν ἢ μὴ τέμνειν ἢ φαρμακεύειν ἢ 
A + > ’ TAX bs) δὴ OL. δὲ A A > A 
: 84 μὴ φαρμακεύειν ἐστίν, ἀλλὰ TO WOL. > οὐδὲ yap τὸν αὐτὸν 
ἔχει τρόπον ἐπί τε τῶν ἐπιστημῶν καὶ δυνάμεων καὶ ἐπὶ 
‘ ’ ἴω ~ 
τῶν e€ewv' δύναμις μὲν yap καὶ ἐπιστήμη δοκεῖ τῶν ἐναν- 
, e sos \ 4 ν᾿ 2 ε 9 , A 9 , ν 4 
τίων ἡ αὐτὴ εἶναι, ἕξις δ᾽ ἡ ἐναντία τῶν ἐναντίων ov" οἷον 15 
a) σι \ 
ἀτὸ τῆς ὑγιείας οὐ πράττεται τὰ ἐναντία, ἀλλὰ τὰ ὑγιεινὰ 
, é A e “A ’ ν ’ ε A e 
μόνον" λέγομεν yap ὑγιεινῶς βαδίζειν, ὅταν βαδίζῃ ὡς ἂν ὁ 
ε Yd , b Φ , ε 9 a4 > ἡ 
85 ὑγιαίνων. πολλάκις μὲν οὖν γνωρίζεται ἡ ἐναντία ἕξις ἀπὸ 
~ 8 Pd ’’ x e ὦ 9 δὴ ~ ε ᾽ὔ 
τῆς ἐναντίας, πολλάκις δὲ αἱ ἕξεις ἀπὸ τῶν ὑποκειμένων᾽ 
9 ‘ e 9 4» = , ye ’ Ἢ 
ἐάν τε γὰρ ἡ εὐεξία ἢ φανερά, καὶ ἡ καχεξία φανερὰ 2. 
Ἱ “ ε 9 
γίνεται, καὶ ἐκ τῶν εὐεκτικῶν ἡ εὐεξία καὶ ἐκ ταύτης τὰ 
9 
εὐεκτικά" εἰ γάρ ἐστιν ἡ εὐεξία πυκνότης σαρκός, ἀνάγκη 
\ δ 
καὶ τὴν καχεξίαν εἶναι μανότητα σαρκὸς καὶ τὸ εὐεκτικὸν 
Ἁ 4 9 A 
βό τὸ ποιητικὸν πυκνότητος ἐν σαρκί, ἀκολουθεῖ δ᾽ ws ἐπὶ 
A λ Ud 9Ν θ ’ λ ~ X 4 ἃ θ 4 
Τὸ πολύ, ἐὰν θάτερα mreovayws λέγηται, Kat θάτερα πλεο- 25 


1 ἔλλέβορο»ν] ἐλέβορον ἩΚΚΎΊΡΜΡΟΟΡ, 4 νεῖμαι] εἶναι ΚΡ, ὑγίειαν] ὑγείαν 


H*. πότε] πότερον H®. 3 ἰατρὸν] ἰατροῦ ΚΡ. δι’ αὐτὸ] διὰ ταὐτὸ K», 
4 ὅτι οὐθὲν] ὅτι οὐχ KP. 8 τὸ post καὶ] om. ΚΡΌΙΊΡΡΡ, 10 ὧδὶ] ὧδε 
ΚΡΡΡ͵ ποιεῖν] om. MQ. 11 ἢ μὴ τέμνειν] om. N%. 7 μὴ φαρμα- 
κεύει» om. Ob. 12 οὐδὲ] οὔτε K>, οὐ MQ. 15 ἐναντία) αὐτὴ He, 
ov] δ᾽ οὔ Ῥὺ, 16 ἀπὸ---πράττεται)] ἡ αὐτὴ εἶναι M>Q. ἀπὸ] ὑπὸ Pb, 
17 ὑγιεινῶ:] τὸ ὑγιεινῶς MQ. 6] om. M>Q. 20 εὐεξία] εὐξία OP. εὐδοξία 
Q. 21 εὐεξία] εὐξία O>. καὶ---εὐεκτικά] om. M>Q. εὐεκτικῶ») 
εὐεκτικῶν εὐεκτικῶν L>, 23 εἶναι μανότητα σαρκὸς] μανότητα σαρκὸς εἶναι Μῦ, 
24 τὸ ante ποιητικὸν] om. H#M>Q, 25 θάτερα] θάτερον H:. θάτερα] 
θάτερον Ha. 
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cautery, and the use of the knife are, to know how, for 
whom, and when, we should apply them with a view to 
health is no less an undertaking than it is to be a physician. 
[Fourthly] on the principle stated above, men assume that 
the δίκαιος can ἀδικεῖν as easily as δικαιοπραγεῖν, because he 
can do any particular ἄδικον as easily as any particular 
δίκαιον, if not more easily,—for example, lie with a woman, or 
strike a blow,—and the brave man can let go his shield and 
take to flight in this direction or in that: but δειλαίνειν and 
ἀδικεῖν consist, not in doing these things (except κατὰ συμβε- 
βηκός), but in doing these things in a particular ἕξις, just 
as the practice of medicine or healing consists, not in 
using or not using the knife, in exhibiting or not exhibiting 
medicines, but in adopting either course on particular 
i.e. scientific] grounds. The fact is that sciences and facul- 
ties differ from ἕξεις : for a faculty or a science is admitted 
to be the same for contraries, but one of two contrary ἕξεις 
does not deal with the matter of the other: for example, 
unhealthy things cannot be done with a healthy ἕξις, but 
only healthy things, for we say a man walks healthily, when 
he walks as a healthy man would. 

Hence [as a faculty or a science is the same for contraries, 
though a ἕξις is not,] sometimes one of two contrary ἕξεις 
is known from the other, and sometimes the ἕξεις are known 
from things which are appropriate to them: for example, 
if we know what good condition of body is, we hence know | 
also what bad condition of body is, and from things ap- 
propriate to good condition we know what good condition 
is, and from good condition, what are things appropriate to 
it; thus if good condition is firmness of flesh, bad condition 
must be flabbiness of flesh, and that which is appropriate 
to good condition that which produces firmness in flesh _ 
And it follows in general that if one of the correlatives is 
used in several senses, the other is used in several senses 
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ναχῶς λέγεσθαι, οἷον εἰ τὸ δίκαιον, καὶ τὸ ἄδικον Kal ἡ 
$7 ἀδικία. ἔοικε δὲ πλεοναχῶς λέγεσθαι ἡ δικαιοσύνη καὶ. ἡ 
9 ,’ 9 A ) A ’ Φ A ε a > “~ 
ἀδικία, ἀλλὰ διὰ TO σύνεγγυς εἶναι THY ὁμωνυμίαν αὐτῶν 
λανθάνει καὶ οὐχ ὥσπερ ἐπὶ τῶν πόρρω δήλη μάλλον" 
e A A x ε A A 3Q 7 4 ~ 
ἡ yap διαφορὰ πολλὴ ἡ κατὰ τὴν ἰδέαν, οἷον ὅτι καλεῖται 5 
κλεὶς ὁμωνύμως ἥ τε ὑπὸ τὸν αὐχένα τῶν ζώων καὶ 7 τὰς 
88 θύρας κλείουσιν. εἰλήφθω δὴ ὁ ἄδικος ποσαχῶς λέγεται. 
δοκεῖ δὲ ὅ τε παράνομος ἄδικος εἶναι καὶ ὁ πλεονέκτης 
λον 9 ~ 9 x e€ ’ » 9 
[καὶ ὁ ἄνισος]. wore δῆλον ὅτι καὶ ὃ δίκαιος ἔσται ὅ τε 
νόμιμος καὶ ὁ ἴσος. τὸ μὲν δίκαιον ἄρα τὸ νόμιμον καὶ τὸ το 
ἴσον, τὸ δ᾽ ἄδικον τὸ παράνομον καὶ τὸ ἄνισον. 
$9 ἐπεὶ δὲ καὶ πλεονέκτης ὁ ἄδικος, περὶ τἀγαθὰ ἔσται, οὐ 
’ 9 A ' 9 9 ’ A 9 ld a > Α AQ 
πάντα, ἀλλα περὶ οσα εὐτυχία Kal ατυχία, ἃ ἐστι μὲν 
e A a A > Ud Q 9 > 9 ε ¥ “~ 
ἁπλῶς ἀεὶ ἀγαθά, τινὶ δ᾽ οὐκ ἀεί: (οἱ δ᾽ ἄνθρωποι ταῦτα 
¥ ‘ , ᾿ A ¥ xN\>o  ¥ ‘ ‘ 
εὔχονται “καὶ διώκουσιν᾽ δεῖ δ᾽ ov, ἀλλ᾽ εὔχεσθαι μὲν τὰ 15 
e A 9 | A e A 9 A 4. ς ΄Νὰ Q N 
ἁπλῶς ἀγαθὰ καὶ αὑτοῖς ἀγαθὰ εἶναι, αἱρεῖσθαι δὲ τὰ 
ε “A 9 4. » QA A ’ 9 4 4. , 

9§17 αὑτοῖς ἀγαθά") « ἔστι δὲ τὰ δίκαια ἐν τούτοις οἷς μέτεστι 
τῶν ἁπλῶς ἀγαθῶν, ἔχουσι δ᾽ ὑπερβολὴν καὶ ἔλλειψιν" 
τοῖς μὲν γὰρ οὐκ ἔστιν ὑπερβολὴ αὐτῶν, οἷον ἴσως τοῖς 
θεοῖς, τοῖς δ᾽ οὐθὲν μόριον ὠφέλιμον, τοῖς ἀνιάτως κακοῖς, 10 
ἀλλὰ πάντα βλάπτει, τοῖς δὲ μέχρι Tov’ διὰ τοῦτ᾽ ἀνθρώ- 

4 > ε ¥ 9 9.Ἀ \ , ec oa 
ιϑιοπινόν ἐστιν.» ὁ δ᾽ ἄδικος οὐκ ἀεὶ TO πλέον αἱρεῖται, 
ἀλλὰ καὶ τὸ ἔλαττον ἐπὶ τῶν ἁπλῶς κακῶν᾽ ἀλλ᾽ ὅτι δοκεῖ 
: el] εἰ καὶ Ἠ5, δίκαιον καὶ τὸ ἄδικον καὶ ἡ ἀδικία] 1,0. ἄδικον καὶ ἡ ἀδικία 
Kb>P>, δίκαιον καὶ τὸ ἄδικον ἩΆΜΡΟΝΡΟΡ Bekker. 2 δικαιοσύνη καὶ ἡ ἀδικία) 
δικαιοσύνη καὶ ἀδικία P>, ἀδικία καὶ ἡ δικαιοσύνη ΜΌΟ. 3 obveyyus] σύν»- 
εγκυς ΝΡ, 4 λανθάνει] λανθάνειν MQ, 5 ἡ ante κατὰ] om. L», 
6 κλεὶ:] κλεῖς ΚΌ ΠῚ, ὁμωνύμως) ὁμώνυμος ΚΡ, 8 δὲ] τε Ob. 
9 ὁ ἄνισος) ἄδικος K>, 10 ὁ ante ἴσος] om. ΚΡ, μὲν] om. Ὁ, 
11 δ om. ΚΡ, 12 δὲ] γὰρ HaN?. καὶ] om. K>M>QO>P», wepl] 
καὶ wept Pb, τἀγαθὰ] τἀγαθὰ δὲ 15, ἔσται, οὐ πάντα] οὗ πάντα 
ἔσται P>, οὐ πάντα (omisso ἔσται) ΚΡ. 13 εὐτυχία καὶ ἀτυχία] εὐτυχίαι καὶ 
ἀτυχίαι L>. 17 ἔστι---ἐστι»] 9 § 17 traieci. 18 ἁπλῶς] ἁπλῶν Ha, 
δ᾽ post ἔχουσι] δὲ καὶ ἩΜΌΟΝΡΡΡ, καὶ ἔλλειψω»} ἐν τούτοις καὶ ἔλλειψιν 
H@MPQN>P> Bekker. καὶ ἔλλειψιν ἐν τούτοις ΟἿ, 1g οὐκ] om, ΚΡ, τοῖς 
ante θεοῖς] om. ἩΜῦΌΟ. 20 ὠφέλιμον] ὠφέλιμον οἷον ἩΜΡ'Ο. ἀνιάτω:) 


K>, ἀνιάτοις Η͂8. ἀνιάτοις καὶ LOMPQN>O>DPD, 21 πάντα βλάπτει] βλάπτει 
πάντα Οὗ, 23 ἀλλὰ] om. MQ. ἁπλῶ:] ἁπλῶν H2, 


«παπαῖ, πα... ..-.». 


[NICOMACHEAN] ETHICS V1 §$6—9: 9§17: 1810. 7 


also: for example, if τὸ δίκαιον, then also τὸ ἄδικον and ἡ 
ἀδικία. Now it appears that the terms δικαιοσύνη and ἀδικία 
are used in several senses, but their equivocation escapes 
detection in consequence of the close connection of their 
equivocal uses, whereas in the case of things widely different 
equivocation is comparatively obvious: thus the difference 
is considerable if it is one of shape; for example, the equi- 
vocal use of the word κλείς for the bone beneath the neck 
in animals and for the instrument with which we lock our 
doors. We have then to ascertain in how many senses we 
speak of 6 ἄδικος. Now it is generally assumed that the 
term ἄδικος is applicable both to the violator of law (aapa- 
vouwos) and to the grasping man (πλεονέκτης) Hence it J 
plain that the term that the term δίκαιος will apply both to the law-fearing) 
man (νόμιμος) ἀιιᾷ to. the equal man (ἴσος). Td δίκαιον then’ 
includes τὸ νόμιμον and τὸ ἴσον, and me ἄδικον, τὸ mapd- 
νομὸν and τὸ ἄνισον. 

And since the ἄδικος may be πλεονέκτης, he will be so 
in respect of goods; not all goods, but those on which good 
fortune and bad fortune depend, which goods, though always 
good ἁπλῶς, are not always so twi;—([not seeing this] 
men pray for these goods and seek them; whereas they 
should rather pray that ta ἁπλῶς ἀγαθά may be good for them, 
and choose those things which are good for them :)—and 
“δίκαια of this sort subsist among those who participate 
in τὰ ἁπλῶς ἀγαθά and can have too much or too little 
ef them: for there are those who cannot have too much of 
them, (I mean of course the gods,) and those, (that is 
to say the incurably bad,) who cannot derive benefit from 
any share [however small], all goods being harmful to them, 
and again those to whom such goods are beneficial within 
limits: wherefore the sphere of τὸ δίκαιον is human society. 
But the ἄδικος does not always choose the larger share; in 
the case of τὰ ἁπλῶς κακά he chooses the less: nevertheless 
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A νὴ “A Α 9 ’ 4 vA 9 9 a 9 “ 
καὶ τὸ μεῖον κακὸν ἀγαθόν πως εἶναι, τοῦ δ᾽ ἀγαθοῦ ἐστὶν 
ε , A A a 
g117 πλεονεξία, διὰ τοῦτο δοκεῖ πλεονέκτης εἶναι. ἔστι δ᾽ 
¥ ‘ ἴφι ‘ ὃ 
ἄνισος" τοῦτο γὰρ περιέχει καὶ κοινόν. καὶ παράνομος 
~ Q ε ’ yy e > ἴω 
τοῦτο γὰρ [ἢ παρανομία ἤτοι ἡ ἀνισότης] περιέχει πᾶσαν 
ἀδικίαν καὶ κοινόν ἐστι πάσης ἀδικίας. 
9 “ δ᾽ ε ’ χὸ y ε δὲ ’ δί : 
81: ἐπεὶ δ᾽ ὁ παράνομος ἄδικος ἦν ὁ δὲ νόμιμος δίκαιος, 
ἴω 9 Ά 
δῆλον ὅτι πάντα τὰ νόμιμά ἐστί πως δίκαια᾽ τά τε 
e A ~ 
yap ὡρισμένα ὑπὸ τῆς νομοθετικῆς νόμιμά ἐστι, καὶ 
4 
813 ἕκαστον τούτων δίκαιον εἶναί φαμεν. ob δὲ νόμοι ἀγο- 
e » a A 
ρεύουσι περὶ ἁπάντων, στοχαζόμενοι ἢ τοῦ κοινῇ συμ- 


, A a A > 9 “a a) o <A 4 
φέροντος πᾶσιν, [ἢ τοῖς ἀρίστοις] ἢ τοῖς κυρίοις ἦ κατ᾽ 


9 Ἁ a 9 ἊΨ Ἁ ld aA 9 9 
ἀρετὴν 7) Kat ἄλλον τινά τρόπον τοιοῦτον. ὠστε Eva 


\ 4 , 4 δ δ Ν 
μὲν τρόπον δίκαια λέγομεν τὰ ποιητικὰ καὶ φυλακ-- 


‘ 3 ’ Ν ~ ? 9 A A σι 
τικὰ εὐδαιμονίας καὶ τῶν μορίων αὐτῆς τῇ πολιτικῇ 
ὲ , > ε , ‘ \ aA 9 , 
814 κοινωνίᾳ προστάττει δ᾽ ὁ νόμος Kal τὰ TOU. ἀνδρείου 
ΨὮὌ σι 4. Ἁ 4 Ἁ ’ A ’ 
ἔργα ποιεῖν, οἷον μὴ λείπειν τὴν τάξιν μηδὲ φεύγειν 
ΔΛ ε9 ‘ 9 Ν δ A ’ @ ‘ 
μηδὲ ῥίπτειν τὰ ὅπλα, καὶ τὰ τοῦ σώφρονος, οἷον μὴ 
μοιχεύειν μηδ᾽ ὑβρίζειν, καὶ τὰ τοῦ πράου, οἷον μὴ τύπτειν 
Q a -.e ’ QA \ ‘ ‘ A ¥ > A 
μηδὲ κακηγορεῖν, ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ τὰ κατὰ τὰς ἄλλας ἀρετὰς 
καὶ μοχθηρίας, τὰ μὲν κελεύων τὰ δ᾽ ἀπαγορεύων, ὀρθῶς 
815 μὲν ὁ κείμενος ὀρθῶς, χεῖρον δ᾽ ὁ ἀπεσχεδιασμένος. αὕτη 
\ s ε ὃ , 3 \ ’ 2 ’ 9 9 9 
μὲν οὖν ἢ ὀικαιοσύνη ἀρετὴ μέν ἐστι τελεία, GAA οὐχ 
ε “A > Ἁ δ᾿ ν ν δ ΄ , ’ 
ἁπλῶς ἀλλὰ πρὸς ἕτερον. καὶ διὰ τοῦτο πολλάκις κρατίστη 
τῶν ἀρετῶν εἶναι δοκεῖ ἡ δικαιοσύνη, καὶ ov ἕσπερος 
yO ew 9 θ Lauer ‘ Co ’ 
οὔθ᾽ ἑῷος οὕτω θαυμαστός" καὶ παροιμιαζόμενοί φαμεν 


I μεῖον] μὴ ΚΡΡΌΓΡ, Tob—elva:] om. L>. ἐστὶ» om. OP, 2 πλεο- 
vetla] πλεονξία Οὗ, 3 καὶ παράνομος----ἀδικίας}] om. K> Bekker. wapd- 
vouos| παράνομον Ha, 4 ἡ post ἤτοι] om. MPQOD>. 4 πάντα τὰ νόμιμα] 
τὰ νύμιμα πάντα δ, πάντα νόμιμα (omisso τὰ) ΝΡ, ἐστῇ ἔσται M>Q. 
τά τε] ταῦτα MQ. 11 4 ante κατ᾽ ἀρετὴν] om. ΚΌΠΡ Bekker. κατ᾽ 
ἀρετὴν] om. ΚΡ, 13 δίκαια] δίκαια μὲν Ο. 14 εὐδαιμονίας] τῆς εὐδαιμονίας 
O> Bekker. 16 λείπεω] λιπεῖν KOL>MP>QP?, 17 τὰ TOU σώφρονος] ἃ τοῦ σώ- 
φρονος Ha. 19 κακηγορεῖν) κατηγορεῖν ΜΌΟΟΡ, καὶ τὰ κατὰ] 1,0. καὶ 
τὰ N>, καὶ κατὰ HaK>MbQOPP> Bekker. ἄλλας] om. Pb», 20 ὀρθῶς 
ante μὲν] ὀρθὸς M>Q. 21 χεῖρον] χείρων L>M>Q. αὕτη] ταύτηι K>Ppb, 
23 ἀλλὰ post ἁπλῶ:] suprascr. 1, 25 égos] ἑῶς Ν᾿, οὕτω θαυμαστός] οὔτε 
θαυμαστόν N°. καὶ] διὸ καὶ L>M>Q. ταροιμιαζύμενοι] παρωιμια ζζόμενοι Nb, 
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because the lesser evil is admitted to be in a manner a 
good, and πλεονεξία is concerned with what is good, the 
ἀδικος who so acts is therefore thought to be πλεονέκτης. 
And he is ἄνισος ; for this is a comprehensive term which 
includes πλεονεξία. Further he is παράνομος ; for this is a 
term which includes all ἀδικία and applies to it without 
exception. | 

And since the παράνομος is, as we have said, ἄδικος, 
and the νόμιμος, δίκαιος, it is plain that all νόμιμα are ina 
sense δίκαια; for νόμιμα are the determinations of νομοθε- 
τική, and we acknowledge that each of the determinations 
of νομοθετική is δίκαιον. Now the Jaws pronounce upon 
all subjects, endeavouring to hit either that which is for 
the common interest of all, or that which is for the interest 
of the governing class whether its position is determined 
by merit or in some other similar way. Hence in one 
sense we call things δίκαια which produce and secure hap- 
piness or piness or the parts. s of happiness for the political community. 
But the law also enjoins conduct characteristic of the brave, 
man,—for example, not to desert one’s post, not to run 
away, not to throw away one’s arms,—conduct characteristic 
of the temperate man,—for example, not to commit adultery, 


not to assault with violence,—conduct characteristic of the | 


gentle man,—for example, not to strike, not to speak evil,— 


and similarly with the other virtues and vices, enjoining some 


things and forbidding others, the rightly established law 


doing this rightly, and the extemporized law with less 
propriety. 

Hence this sort of δικαιοσύνη is perfect virtue, yet perfect 
virtue not ἁπλῶς but in relation to one’s neighbour. And 
for this reason διξαϊοδι νὴ is often thought to be the best 
of the virtues; neither the evening nor the morning star, 
.-- 
it is thought, is so wonderful: indeed we use the proverb, 


| 
| 
| 
\ 


| 
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ἐν δὲ δικαιοσύνῃ συλλήβδην πᾶσ᾽ ἀρετὴ ἕνι. 
A “A “ 4 
« τελεία δ᾽ ἐστὶν Ὁ ἀρετὴ ὅτι τῆς τελείας ἀρετῆς χρῆσίς 
ἐστι, « καὶ τελεία μάλιστα» ὅτι ὁ ἔχων αὐτὴν καὶ πρὸς 
ἕτερον δύναται τῇ ἀρετῇ χρῆσθαι, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ μόνον καθ᾽ 
αὑτόν" πολλοὶ γὰρ ἐν μὲν τοῖς οἰκείοις τῇ ἀρετῇ δύνανται 5 
g 16 χρῆσθαι, ἐν δὲ τοῖς πρὸς ἕτερον ἀδυνατοῦσιν. καὶ διὰ 
“ 4 a» A ~ ’ ν 9 , »¥ ὃ ? ΗΜ 
τοῦτο εὖ δοκεῖ ἔχειν τὸ τοῦ Βίαντος, ὅτι ἀρχὴ ἄνδρα δείξει 
δὴ 9 ‘ \ 9 ‘4 ¥ εν ‘ Ν 4 
81) πρὸς ἕτερον γὰρ καὶ ἐν κοινωνίᾳ ἤδη ὁ ἄρχων. διὰ δὲ τὸ 
2 A A a 9 , 9 \ A 4 e , 
αὐτὸ τοῦτο καὶ ἀλλότριον ἀγαθὸν δοκεῖ εἶναι ἡ δικαιοσύνη 
μόνη τῶν ἀρετῶν, ὅτι πρὸς ἕτερόν ἐστιν ἄλλῳ γὰρ τὰ 
§ 18 συμφέροντα πράττει, ἢ ἄρχοντι ἣ κοινωνῷ. κάκιστος μὲν 
οὖν ὁ καὶ πρὸς αὑτὸν καὶ πρὸς τοὺς φίλους χρώμενος τῇ 
, ν 9 9 ε ‘ e A “~ 9 “A 9 9 e 
μοχθηρίᾳ, ἄριστος δ᾽ οὐχ ὁ πρὸς αὑτὸν TH ἀρετῇ ἀλλ᾽ ὁ 
§ 19 πρὸς ἕτερον᾽ τοῦτο γὰρ ἔργον χαλεπόν. αὕτη μὲν οὖν ἡ 
δικαιοσύνη οὐ μέρος ἀρετῆς ἀλλ᾽ ὅλη ἀρετή ἐστιν, οὐδ᾽ ἡ 15 
§ 20 ἐναντία ἀδικία μέρος κακίας ἀλλ᾽ ὅλη κακία. τί δὲ δια- 
φέρει ἡ ἀρετὴ καὶ ἡ δικαιοσύνη αὕτη, δῆλον ἐκ τῶν εἰρη- 
2 , N ‘ ¢ 2 4 _\ Qo 4 2 A 2 ,», 3X\\9 
μένων᾽ ἔστι μὲν yap ἡ αὐτή, τὸ δ᾽ εἶναι ov τὸ αὐτό, ἀλλ 
Φ A b! 9 ’ Φ \ a 9 e ζω. 
ἡ μὲν πρὸς ἕτερον, δικαιοσύνη, 7 δὲ τοιάδε ἕξις ἁπλῶς, 
ἀρετή. | 20 
΄- ὃ , 3 , 3 ‘a ὃ a. εν 
2 ἕητοῦμεων δέ γε τὴν ἐν μέρει ἀρετῆς δικαιοσύνην᾽ ἔστι 
ν ε ’ A A \ > [4 ~ A 
yap τις, ws φαμεν. ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ περὶ ἀδικίας τῆς κατὰ 
βε μέρος. σημεῖον δ᾽ ὅτι ἔστιν᾽ κατὰ μὲν γὰρ τὰς ἄλλας 
’ ε Φ A 9 A ld A b o 4 
μοχθηρίας ὁ ἐνεργῶν ἀδικεῖ μέν, πλεονεκτεῖ δ᾽ οὐδέν, οἷον 


μα 


ce) 


1 δὲ] om. ΜΌΟ, συλλήβδην] συλήβδην Nb. ἔνι] ἐστι ΜΌΟ. 2, 3 τελεία 
δ᾽ ἐστὶν et καὶ τελεία μάλιστα] e coni. transposui. τελεία δ᾽ ἐστὶν] τελεία 
δ᾽ ἀρετή ἐστιν Ἠδ, ἀρετὴ δὲ τελεία ἐστὶν MQ. 3 καὶ τελεία] καὶ τέλος Ha. 
ὅτι ante ὁ] om. ΚΡ, πρὸς] πρὸ N>, 5. τῇ ἀρετῇ δύνανται] δύνανται τῇ 
ἀρετῇ Ob, 6 χρῆσθαι] χρῆσθαι ἀλλ᾽ οὐ μόνον καθ᾽ αὑτόν M?. 7 ἀρχὴ] 
apxa ΤΡΜΡΌΟΝΡΟΡ, ἄνδρα] τὸν ἄνδρα ΝΌΟΡΡΡ, 8 πρὸς] πρὸς 
πρὸς L», διὰ δὲ τὸ αὐτὸ] διὰ τὸ αὐτὸ δὲ ΜΌΟ. 12 πρὸς ante τοὺς] 
om. M>Q. 13 αὑτὸν] αὑτὸν μόνον Ha, ἀλλ᾽ ὁ] ἀλλὰ ΚΌΙΜΡΟΡΡ 
Bekker. 15 GAN] ἀλλὰ καὶ M>Q. τό ἀδικία] κακία K», κακία] 
ἀδικία ΚΡ, τί δὲ] τί ΝΡ, 17 αὕτη] αὐτὴ ΚΡ, om. ΟΡ, 19 ἢἣ per] 
Q. ἡ μὲν ceteri. δικαιοσύνη] ἡ δικαιοσύνη H2K>LON>P», ἢ δὲ] ἡ δὲ 
ἩΔΚΌΙΡΟΡΡΡ, 21 ye] om. ΜῦΟ. 22 δὲ] om. L>. ἀδικίας] τῆς 
ἀδικίας Ob, τῇς] om. M>Q. 24 6 ante ἐνεργῶν] om. ΚΡ, 
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‘and in δικαιοσύνη all virtue is contained comprehensively.’ 
And it is perfect virtue because it is the practice of perfect 
virtue—and perfect in a special sense because he who pos- 
sesses it can practise his virtue towards another and not 
merely in ἢ himself: for there are many wl who can practise their 
virtue in their personal affairs, but are unable to do so in 
their relations to another. And for this reason the saying of 
Bias is generally approved, that ‘office will show a man,’ 
because the officer is ex hypothesi in relation to others and 
a member of a community. And it is for this same reason 
too, viz. because it implies relations with another, that δικαιο- 
ovvn alone of the virtues is thought to be the good of others, 
as it does what is to the advantage of another, that other 
being either a ruler or an associate. Hence the worst man 
is one who practises his vice in relation to himself and in 
relation to his friends and not merely in relation to his 
neighbour, and the best is not one who practises his virtue in 
relation to himself but one who practises it in relation to 
another: for this is a work of difficulty. This sort of δικαιο- 
σύνη then is not a part of virtue but universal virtue, and 
the contrary ἀδικία is not a part of vice but universal vice. 
How virtue and this sort of δικαιοσύνη differ, is plain from 
what has been said: for though they are the same, their εἶναι 
is not the same, the ἕξις viewed in relation to another being 
δικαιοσύνη, but viewed adds as a certain ἕξις, virtue. 

What we have to investigate is the δικαιοσύνη which is 
a part of virtue ;—that there is such a δικαιοσύνη, we as- 
sume ;—and in like manner particular ἀδικίᾳ. Of the ex- 
istence of particular ἀδικία, we have the following evidence : 
one who exhibits the other vices in action ἀδικεῖ μὲν πλεον- 


εκτεῖ δ᾽ οὐδέν ; for example, one who throws away his shield 


& 
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e en A 9 ? ‘ ’ a “Ὁ 9 A δ 4 
ὁ ῥίψας τὴν ἀσπίδα διὰ δειλίαν ἢ κακῶς εἰπὼν διὰ χαλεπό- 
a 9 θ , , ὃ 9. 9 θ ry, 7. Ψ.Ε Se 
τητα ἡ ov βοηθήσας χρήμασι du ἀνελευθερίαν ὅτὰν δὲ 
~ 4 9 3 4 ~ ’ 9 A Ἁ 
πλεονεκτῇ, πολλάκις κατ᾽ οὐδεμίαν τῶν τοιούτων, ἀλλὰ μὴν 
δὲ \ , \ 4 ὃ 4 , , , 
οὐδὲ κατὰ πάσας, κατὰ πονηρίαν δέ ye τινά (ψέγομεν yap) 
\ > 9 ’ ἊΨ ¥ ¥ 9 ’ ε , 
83 καὶ κατ᾽ ἀδικίαν. ἔστιν ἄρα γε ἄλλη τις ἀδικία ὡς μέρος 
»Ὃ“" 9 , »¥ ’ 9 , ἊΨ 9.9 ~ ‘ 
τῆς ὅλης, καὶ ἀδικόν τι ἐν μέρει TOU ὅλου ἀδίκου τοῦ παρὰ 
84 τὸν νόμον. ἔτι εἰ ὁ μὲν τοῦ κερδαίνειν ἕνεκα μοιχεύει καὶ 
’ ε 4 N 4 , 5 9. 5 
προσλαμβάνων, ὁ δὲ προστιθεὶς καὶ ζημιούμενος δι᾽ ἔπι- 
, 4 Q 9. 94 ’ a > “A a 
θυμίαν, οὗτος μὲν ἀκόλαστος δόξειεν ἂν εἶναι μᾶλλον ἡ 
ἣ 2 A > »¥ > »Ὦ 9 ¥, a » 
πλεονέκτης, ἐκεῖνος δ᾽ ἄδικος, ἀκόλαστος δ᾽ οὔ δῆλον apa 
ν ‘ \ , 54 Ν Ν ¥ en 9 , 
8 5 ὅτι διὰ τὸ κερδαίνειν. ἔτι περὶ μὲν Tara πάντα ἀδική- 
ματα γίνεται ἡ ἐπαναφορὰ ἐπί τινα μοχθηρίαν ἀεΐ, οἷον εἰ 
ἐμοίχευσεν, ἐπ᾿ ἀκολασίαν, εἰ ἐγκατέλιπε τὸν παραστάτην, 
2 A ὃ ? 9 > μ > 93 > are 9 9 > 9 2 9 
ἐπὶ δειλίαν, εἰ ἐπάταξεν, ἐπ᾿ ὀργήν" εἰ δ᾽ ἐκέρδανεν, ἐπ 
86 οὐδεμίαν μοχθηρίαν ἀλλ᾽ ἢ ἐπ᾽ ἀδικίαν. ὥστε φανερὸν 


em 


ont 


ο 


5 


ν ¥ 3 6 ‘ A 9 ¥ 9 , aa 
ὅτι ἔστι τις ἀδικία παρὰ THY ὅλην ἄλλη ἐν μέρει, συνώ- 


ν ε ε δὴ 9 ”~ 9 “~ , ¥ Ν 9 ~ 
νυμος, OTL ὁ ὁρισμὸς ἐν τῷ αὐτῷ γένει, ἄμφω yap ἐν τῷ 
Q 9 ¥ νὴ ’ > 9 ε Ν N Ν A 
πρὸς ἕτερον ἔχουσι THY δύναμιν, GAN ἡ μὲν περὶ τιμὴν ἢ 
aA 9 
χρήματα ἢ σωτηρίαν 7 εἴ τινι ἔχοιμεν ἑνὶ ὀνόματι περιλα- 
A “A 4 QA “~ 
βεῖν ταῦτα πάντα, καὶ δι’ ἡδονὴν τὴν ἀπὸ TOU κέρδους, ἡ 
ro A 
δὲ περὶ ἅπαντα περὶ ὅσα ὁ σπουδαῖος. 
ν Ν Φ 3.»ϑ , , αν »Ἤ 
87 ὅτι μὲν οὖν εἰσὶ δικαιοσύναι πλείους, καὶ OTL ἔστι τις 
Nec» es we 9 , A . 2. ὧν ‘ ’ 
καὶ ἑτέρα παρὰ τὴν ὅλην ἀρετήν, δῆλον᾽ τίς δὲ καὶ ποία τις, 
id ὃ 4 ‘ , ¥ 4 ’ Ν ‘ 
88 ληπτέον. διώρισται δὴ τὸ ἄδικον τό τε παράνομον καὶ TO 


1 ὁ ante ῥίψας] om. M>Q. ἣ κακῶς] ἢ ὁ κακῶς HaN>p, 4 ἀλλὰ μὴν 
οὐδὲ] ἀλλὰ μὴν ἀλλ᾽ οὐδὲ ΜΌΟ. 4 ψέγομεν γάρ] om. Η8Δ. ψεγομένην MQ. 
5 ἀδικίαν] ἀδικίαν ψεγόμενος H3. ἄρα ye] dpa ye ῬΡ, ὧρά γε N>. dpa (omisso 
γε) Οὔ, γὰρ ΚΡ, ἀἄλλη Tis] τις ἄλλη M>QO>. μέρος] μέρος τι LPMPQNPOPPD, 
ἡ ἔτι] ὅτι ΚΡ, ἔτι δὲ OP. μοιχεύει] μοιχεύοι ΝΡ, 8 προσλαμβάνων] K>, 
προσλαμβάνει ἩΞ1,ΜΡΟ. προσλαμβάνοι ΝῬΟΡΡΡ, 9 δόξειεν ἂν εἶναι μᾶλλον] 
δόξειεν ἄν μᾶλλον εἶναι Οὔ, μάλλον δόξειεν εἶναι ῬΡ, μάλλον δόξει εἶναι ἸΚ Ὁ, 
13 ἐγκατέλιπε] ἐγκατέλειπε M>, ἐγκατέλοιπε PO. 14 ἐπάταξεν] δ᾽ ἐπάταξεν 
ἩΒΚΌΙΡΝΡΟΡΟ. 17 ὁ] om. M*Q. 18 ἢ χρήματα] ἣ καὶ χρήματα 
LeM+Q. καὶ χρήματα OF. 19 ἢ σωτηρία») καὶ σωτηρίαν M>Q, 20 τοῦ] 
om. Οὗ, 21 περὶ ἅπαντα] περὶ πάντα ΚΌΡΡ, om. MbQ. 22 δικαιοσύναι] αἱ 
δικαιοσύναι K>P>, ἔστι om. OUP, 23 καὶ ante ἑτέρα] om. ΟΡ, tls] om. 
Η15, ποία] ποῖα Q. ὁποῖα 115, ὁποιά Ν᾿, ὁποία Bekker. 24 δὴ] δὲ 
ἩΔΚΌΜΡΌΟ, τε] om. ΜῇΌΟ. 
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through cowardice, or speaks evil through illnature, or re- 
᾿ς fuses pecuniary aid through illiberality; but when a man 
πλεονεκτῇ, it often happens that he exhibits none of these, 
certainly not all, but yet a sort of vice, (for we censure 
him,) which vice is called ἀδικία, Hence there is besides uni- 
versal ἀδικία another sort of ἀδικία which is a part of 
universal ἀδικία, and an ἄδικον which is a part of the uni- 
versal ἄδικον which consists in the violation of law. Further 
if one man commits adultery with a view to gain and earns 
money by it, and another from desire at his own cost and 
to his own loss, the latter would appear to be intemperate 
rather than πλεονέκτης, the former ἄδικος but not intempe- 
rate: thus it is plain that gain is the motive οἵ particular 

ἀδικία. Again in the case of all other ἀδικήματα there is 
always the further reference to some particular depravity ; 
for example, if a man commits adultery, to intemperance, if 
he abandons his comrade, to cowardice, if he strikes another, 
to anger, but if a man derives gain unjustly, to no particular 
depravity besides ἀδικία. Hence it is plain that besides 
universal ἀδικία there is another sort of ἀδικία which is 
particular, συνώνυμος with the former because the defini- 


tion has the same genus, both being occupied with a 


man’s relations to his neighbour, but_whereas the one is 
concerned _with honour or property or safety or that, by 
whatever name we may call it, which comprehends all these, 





and is actuated by the pleasure derived from gain, the other 
is concerned with everything with which the virtuous man 
is concerned. 

τ Thus it is plain that there are more kinds of δικαιοσύνη 
than one, and that there is another kind of δικαιοσύνη besides 


a 


the universal virtue so called: we must now ascertain the 
genus and the differentia of particular δικαιοσύνη. 

Now two kinds of ἄδικον have been distinguished, viz. τὸ 
παράνομον and τὸ ἄνισον, and two kinds of δίκαιον, viz. τὸ 


- 
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¥ 5 " a 4 ’ Ἁ , » ‘ 

ἄνισον, τὸ δὲ δίκαιον τό TE νόμιμον Kal τὸ ἴσον. κατὰ 
SN s A ε , 9 9 

μὲν οὖν τὸ παράνομον ἡ πρότερον εἰρημένη ἀδικία ἐστίν᾽ 


9 “ A , »¥ ‘ A a 9 > A 3 3 g 
§ 9 ἐπεὶ δὲ TO ἄνισον Kal TO παράνομον οὐ ταὐτὸν GAN ἕτερον 


ε ’ μν A A A ¥ 9 Ud Ν 
ὡς μέρος καὶ ὅλον (τὸ μὲν γὰρ ἄνισον ἅπαν παράνομον, τὸ 
δὲ παράνομον οὐχ ἅπαν ἄνισον), καὶ τὸ ἄδικον καὶ ἡ 5 
ἀδικία οὐ ταὐτὰ ἀλλ᾽ ἕτερα ἐκείνων, τὰ μὲν ὡς μέρη τὰ δ᾽ 

ε 9 U4 A 9 e 9 ,’ A 9 9 ’ 

ὡς ὅλα, (μέρος γὰρ αὕτη ἡ ἀδικία τῆς ὅλης ἀδικίας, 
ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ ἡ δικαιοσύνη τῆς δικαιοσύνης,)---ὦστε 
περὶ τῆς ἐν μέρει δικαιοσύνης καὶ περὶ τῆς ἐν μέρει ἀδικίας 


᾿ δ ~ ’ Α ΄ 90. ε ’ ε A 
§ 10 λεκτέον, καὶ τοῦ δικαίον Kal τοῦ ἀδίκον ὡσαύτως. ἡ μὲν 10 


§ 12 


Ss N ‘ 9 9 A ? ’ A 
οὖν κατὰ τὴν ὅλην ἀρετὴν τεταγμένη δικαιοσύνη καὶ 
9 »’ ε A ~ 9 9 ~ > ~ QA » ε 
ἀδικία, ἡ μὲν τῆς ὅλης ἀρετῆς οὖσα χρῆσις πρὸς ἄλλον, ἡ 
δὲ τῆς κακίας, ἀφείσθω. καὶ τὸ δίκαιον δὲ καὶ τὸ ἄδικον 
τὸ κατὰ ταύτας φανερὸν ὡς διοριστέον᾽ σχεδὸν γὰρ τὰ 
πολλὰ τῶν νομίμων τὰ ἀπὸ τῆς ὅλης ἀρετῆς πραττόμενά 15 
ἐστιν᾽ καθ᾽ ἑκάστην γὰρ ἀρετὴν προστάττει ζῆν καὶ καθ᾽ 
ἑκάστην μοχθηρίαν κωλύει ὁ νόμος" ra δὲ ποιητικὰ τῆς 
ὅλης ἀρετῆς ἐστὶ τῶν νομίμων ὅσα νενομοθέτηται περὶ 
παιδείαν τὴν πρὸς τὸ κοινόν. περὶ δὲ τῆς καθ᾽ ἕκαστον 

’ a e la) > 6A 9 ld > ,’ ΄εὦὃ 
παιδείας, καθ ἣν ἁπλῶς ἀνὴρ ἀγαθός ἐστι, πότερον τῆς 20 
πολιτικῆς ἐστὶν ἢ ἑτέρας, ὕστερον διοριστέον᾽ οὐ γὰρ ἴσως 

8 Ν 9 9 9 A Ν ’ ld 
ταὐτὸν ἀνδρί T ἀγαθῷ εἶναι καὶ πολίτῃ παντί. 

τῆς δὲ κατὰ μέρος δικαιοσύνης καὶ τοῦ κατ᾽ αὐτὴν Se- 
καίου ἕν μέν ἐστιν εἶδος τὸ ἐν ταῖς διανομαῖς τιμῆς ἡ 
1 τὸ δὲ.----τὸ ἴσον] om. MQ. 2 μὲν ody] om. K>. πρότερον] προτέρα Ha. 

3 7d ante ἄνισον] τῶ ΝΡ, 3 παράνομο»] παράνομον πλέον K>P>, om. ΗΔ. χλέον 
ΤΟΜΌΟΝ Bekker. πλεόν (παράνομον corr.) ΟΡ, 4 καὶ] καὶ πρὸς ΚΡ, πρὸς 
ΗΣΙΡΝΌΟΥΡΡ Bekker. πρὸς τὸ ΜΌΟ. τὸ μὲν γὰρ ἄνισον ἅπαν παράνομον, 
τὸ δὲ παράνομον οὐχ ἅπαν ἄνισον] τὸ μὲν γὰρ ἄνισον ἅπαν παράνομον, τὸ δὲ παρά. 
γομον οὐχ ἅπαν ἄνισον" τὸ μὸν γὰρ (καὶ τὸ μὲν M>Q) πλέον ἅπαν ἄνισον, τὸ δ᾽ ἄνισον 
οὐ πᾶν (οὐχ ἅπαν MQ) πλέον M>QO*PY, τὸ μὲν γὰρ πλέον ἅπαν ἄνισον, τὸ δ᾽ 
ἄνισον οὐ πᾶν πλέον HAKPLYNY Bekker. 6 μέρη] μέρος δ. ἢ γὰρ] δ᾽ M>Q, 
8 ὥστε] ὡς K>. ws ΝΡ, ὥστε καὶ M>Q Bekker. 9 περὶ post καὶ] om. Ob, 
10 τοῦ ante ἀδίκου] om. KP», 13 δὲ] om. ΜΡΌΟ. 14 ταύτας] αὐτὰς ΤΙ͵ 
πάντας MD, γὰρ τα γάρ τι M>, γάρ τοι Ο. 15 τὰ ante ἀπὸ] om. 
MbQ. πραττόμενα] πρταττόμενα margo ΟΡ, προσταττόμενα P> et corr. Kb, 


16 προστάττει] mpoordrrew Ὁ. 20 πότερον] πότερα Ὁ. 42 πολίτῃ] πολυτη ND, 
23 τοῦ kar αὐτὴν δικαίου] τοῦ κατὰ ταύτην δικαίον K>. δικαίον τοῦ κατ᾽ αὐτὴν L>, 
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νόμιμον and τὸ ἴσον. Hence, whereas the ἀδικία spoken of 
above is coextensive with τὸ παράνομον, since τὸ ἄνισον and 
τὸ παράνομον are not identical but different, being related 
as part and whole——(for τὸ ἄνισον is always παράνομον, but 
τὸ δυο ημον. is not eh yicov,)—and consequently the 
| Ria Det y threnr-are ike manner not 
identical but different, the ὌΝ and the ἀδικία belonging 
to the one being parts, and the ἄδικον and the ἀδικία be- 
longing to the other being wholes,—that is to say, the 
ἀδικία of which we are speaking being a part of universal 
ἀδικία, and in like manner the δικαιοσύνη of which we 
are speaking, a part of universal éccaroovvn,—we must now 
investigate particular δικαιοσύνη and particular ἀδικία, and 
the particular δίκαιον and the particular ἄδικον in like 
manner. i At this point then we may dismiss the δικαιοσύνη, 
~ coextensive with universal virtue, which is = Ny 


oe coinemiearett 


universal δικαιἋαύνῃ and ἀδικία. are to be determined: the 
: bylaw: law are th the acts 


ding us to frei 5 in Rie μας. οἵ: ack Tease vice, while 
: rovisions which have been made by the legislature 
the ion which fits a.man.for social life 

of universal. virtue, _isto.that 


+ for-it_ would. seem_that 
9. bea. good man 


3 ΤΠ ΈΤΕΙΙ Ἐξωαυσύνῃ and the δίκαιον connected 
with it. ee are two sorts: one which is exhibited in dis- 
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χρημάτων ἢ τῶν ἄλλων ὅσα μεριστὰ τοῖς κοινωνοῦσι τῆς 
ἊΝ 
πολιτείας (ἐν τούτοις γὰρ ἔστι καὶ ἄνισον ἔχειν καὶ ἴσον 
9 e » a A \ 93 ”~ 4 , 
ἕτερον ἑτέρου), ἕν δὲ τὸ ἐν τοῖς συναλλάγμασι διορθωτικόν. 
$13 τούτου δὲ μέρη δύο᾽ τῶν γὰρ συναλλαγμάτων τὰ μὲν ἑκού- 
, » Δ a> 9 , . e , 4 ‘ ’ a A 
σιά ἐστι τὰ δ᾽ ἀκούσια' ἑκούσια μὲν TA τοιάδε οἷον πρᾶσις 
ὠνὴ δανεισμὸς ἐγγύη χρῆσις παρακαταθήκη μίσθωσις, 
& ἑκούσια δὲ λέγεται, ὅτι ἡ ἀρχὴ τῶν συναλλαγμάτων 
τούτων ἑκούσιος" τῶν δ᾽ ἀκουσίων τὰ μὲν λαθραῖα, οἷον 
Ἁ ,’ ’ ’ ’ 
κλοπὴ μοιχεία φαρμακεία προαγωγεία δουλαπατία δολο- 
? ? A \ ’ 4 39. » A 
dovia ψευδομαρτυρία, τὰ δὲ βίαια, οἷον αἰκία δεσμὸς 
᾿ 
3 θάνατος ἁρπαγὴ πήρωσις κακηγορία προπηλακισμός. ἐπεὶ 
δ᾽ .σ 9 χὸ ¥ N A 10 » ὃ “A 9 A 
OT ἄδικος ἄνισος Kal TO ἄδικον ἄνισον, δῆλον ὅτι καὶ 
ld ¥ a 9 6 “A 9 Ν , ¥ . 3 ε », 
8.2 μέσον τι ἔστι τοῦ ἀνίσον. τοῦτο δ᾽ ἐστὶ τὸ ἴσον" ἐν ὁποίᾳ 
\ Ud » A , \ A ὅλ » A A 
yap πράξει ἔστι τὸ πλέον καὶ TO ἔλαττον, ἔστι Kal TO 
¥ 9 > ᾽ν ¥ A ’ » ν “ 
ε3 ἴσον. εἰ οὖν TO ἄδικον ἄνισον, TO δίκαιον ἴσον' ὅπερ καὶ 
¥ ’ A A 9 A δὲ αν ld A δί 
ἄνευ λόγου δοκεῖ πᾶσιν. ἐπεὶ δὲ τὸ ἴσον μέσον, τὸ δίκαιον 
, a ν ¥ . 8» > 5 , , 
β4 μέσον τι ἂν εἴη. ἔστι δὲ τὸ ἴσον ἐν ἐλαχίστοις δυσίν. 
4 
ἀνάγκη τοίνυν τὸ δίκαιον μέσον τε καὶ ἴσον εἶναι καὶ 
, \ 4 δ , A A » 9 N ῳ 
πρός τι, καὶ ἡ μὲν μέσον, τινῶν (ταῦτα δ᾽ ἐστὶ πλεῖον 
Φ ¥ εν 
καὶ ἔλαττον), 7 δ᾽ ἴσον ἐστί, δυοῖν, ἡ δὲ δίκαιον, τισίν. 
85 ἀνάγκη ἄρα τὸ δίκαιον ἐν ἐλαχίστοις εἶναι τέτταρσιν᾽ οἷς 
δ , , ¥ , 9 ’ \ 93 @ 4) 
Te yap δίκαιον τυγχάνει ov, δύο ἐστί, καὶ ἐν οἷς, [τὰ 
, , . ε 2. »¥ 2» be ν 9 
86 πράγματα,] δύο. καὶ ἡ αὐτὴ ἔσται ἰσότης, οἷς καὶ ἐν 
a A Ἁ 
ols’ ὡς γὰρ ἐκεῖνα ἔχει, οὕτω κἀκεῖνα ἔχει" εἰ γὰρ μὴ 


I κοινωνοῦσι] κοινοῦσι N>. 4 μέρη δύο] μέρη εἰσὶ δύο L>. δύο μέρη ΜΡ. 
συναλλαγμάτων] ἀδικημάτων KPLOM>QP», 5 μὲν τὰ] μὲν γὰρ τὰ Lb», 8 
τούτων] om. MQ. 9 mpoaywyela] mpoayuwyla LONPQP>. mpocaywyla K> et 
(o eraso) Ha. dovAararla] δολοπατία K>, δουλαπάτη Ha. II κακηγορία) 
κατηγορία ΝΌΟΣ, 13 ὁποίᾳ) ὁποῖα Ha’, 14 πράξει ἔστι] ἐστὶ πράξει Pb, 
ἔστι τὸ πλέον] om. (hiatu relicto) Ηβδ. 15 τὸ ἄδικον] om. (hiatu relicto) H@. 
ὅπερ---πᾶσι»] om. MQ. 16 δοκεῖ πᾶσιν] δοκοῦσιν 3, μέσον τὸ] μέσον 
καὶ τὸ ἩΜῦ"Ο. 17 τι av] ἄν τι KOOP, 18 καὶ πρός τι] 1,0, καὶ τισὶ 
καὶ πρός τι HAN>OPP, καὶ τισίν ΚΡ. καὶ πρός τι καὶ τισίν MOQ. [καὶ πρός re] 
καὶ τισίν Bekker. 19 ταῦτα] τὰ PP». πλεῖον] πλέον L>. . 20 ἐστῆ 
om. ΚΡ, 23 ἔσται ἰσότης] ἰσότης ἔσται P>. ἰσότης (omisso ἔσται) ΚΌΟΡ͵ 
24 ἔχει] ἔχοι Q. ἔχει, οὕτω] ΚΡ, ἔχει τὰ ἐν οἷς, οὕτω ceteri et Bekker. μὴ 
ἴσοι] ἄνισοι ΟἿ, 


οι 
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tributions of preferment, property, or anything else which is 
divided amongst the members of the community, (for in 
such matters shares may be either unequal or equal,)—and 
another sort which rectifies wrong in the case of private 
transactions. This last sort has two subdivisions: for some 
transactions are voluntary, others involuntary; such transac- 
tions as selling, buying, lending at interest, pledging, lending 
without interest, depositing, letting for hire are voluntary, 
being called so because they are voluntarily entered into, 
whilst of involuntary transactions some are furtive, such as 
theft, adultery, poisoning, procuring, enticement of slaves, 
assassination, false witness, others violent, such as assault, 
imprisonment, murder, rape, maiming, slander, contumelious 
treatment. Ὧ 

Now since the ἄδικος is ἄνισος, and τὸ ἄδικον, ἄνισον, it 
is plain that there is a mean belonging to τὸ ἄνισον. This 
mean is τὸ lov; for in any action which admits of τὸ πλέον 
and τὸ ἔλαττον, there is also τὸ ἔσον. Hence (1) if τὸ ἄδικον is 
ἄνισον, τὸ δίκαιον is ἴσον; a view which commends itself to 
all apart from argument. And (3) since τὸ ἔσον is-a μέσον, TO 
δίκαιον will be a μέσον. Again (2) τὸ ἴσον subsists between 
two terms at the least. Hence τὸ δίκαιον must be a μέσον, an 
ἴσον, and πρός τι (relative): and inasmuch as it is a μέσον, it is 
between certain extremes, which are πλέον and ἔλαττον re- 
spectively; inasmuch as it is an ἴσον, it concerns two things; 
inasmuch as it is δίκαιον, it is relative to certain persons. 
It follows from this that τὸ δίκαιον implies four terms at 
the least; for the persons, for whom a distribution is δίκαιον, 
are two, and the things, of which distribution is made, are two: 
and if the persons are ἴσοι, the things will be ἴσα; since as the 
one person is to the other person, so is the one thing to the 
other thing, for if the persons are not ἴσοι they will not have 

J. 2 
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¥ A 
ἴσοι, οὐκ ἴσα ἕξουσιν, ἀλλ᾽ ἐντεῦθεν ai μάχαι καὶ τὰ 
3 4 9 a » ἂν a , ¥ y Ἁ 
ἐγκλήματα, ὅταν 7 ἴσοι μὴ ἴσα ἢ μὴ ἴσοι ἴσα ἔχωσι καὶ 
βγνέμωνται. ἔτι ἐκ τοῦ κατ᾽ ἀξίαν τοῦτο δῆλον τὸ γὰρ 
δίκαιον ἐν ταῖς διανομαῖς ὁμολογοῦσι πάντες κατ᾽ ἀξίαν 
A A 4 Ἁ ld 9 29 > Α 9 ἃ , 

τινὰ δεῖν εἶναι, τὴν μέντοι ἀξίαν οὐ τὴν αὐτὴν λέγουσι 
’ ε ’ 9 9 ε A \ > 4 ε 
πάντες ὑπάρχειν, ἀλλ᾽ οἱ μὲν δημοκρατικοὶ ἐλευθερίαν, ot 
δ᾽ ὀλιγαρχικοὶ πλοῦτον ot δ᾽ εὐγένειαν, οἱ δ᾽ ἀριστοκρα- 

\ 3 »,,) Ὁ ¥ δὴ δί 3 aN 9, δὴ Α 
8 8 τικοὶ ἀρετήν.,“' ἔστιν ἄρα τὸ δίκαιον ἀνάλογόν τι. τὸ γὰρ 
9 ’ > a > N A 9 A 9 9 
ἀνάλογον οὐ μόνον ἐστὶ μοναδικοῦ ἀριθμοῦ ἴδιον, ἀλλ 

ν 9 a, eA 9- a ae 2 VN \P \ 5 
ὅλως ἀριθμοῦ" ἡ yap ἀναλογία ἰσότης ἐστὶ λόγων, Kat ἐν 

Φ 

βοτέτταρσιν ἐλαχίστοις. ἡ μὲν οὖν διῃρημένη ὅτι ἐν τέτ- 
aA 9 v νι ε ας on \ ern e Ἁ 
ταρσι, δῆλον. ἀλλὰ καὶ ἡ συνεχής" τῷ γὰρ Evi ὡς δυσὶ 
χρῆται καὶ δὶς λέγει, οἷον ὡς ἡ τοῦ πρώτου πρὸς τὴν τοῦ 

A ; “A ‘ “\ 
δευτέρον οὕτως ἡ Tov δευτέρου πρὸς THY τοῦ τρίτον᾽ Sis 
 ε a , ¥ . Φ. 5.923." ε A , κι 
οὖν ἡ τοῦ δευτέρου εἴρηται ὥστ᾽ ἐὰν ἡ τοῦ δευτέρου τεθῇ 
8 το δίς, τέτταρα ἔσται τὰ ἀνάλογα. ἔστι δὲ καὶ τὸ δίκαιον ἐν 
τέτταρσιν ἐλαχίστοις, καὶ ὁ λόγος ὁ αὐτός" διήρηνται γὰρ 
¥ A 9 A 
§ 11 ὁμοίως, ols τε Kal ἅ. ἔσται ἄρα ὡς ὁ πρῶτος ὄρος πρὸς 
δ ’ ν ε ’ δὴ \ , . 93 A) 
τὸν δεύτερον οὕτως ὁ τρίτος πρὸς τὸν τέταρτον, Kat ἐναλλὰξ 


r al] ἐν", 2 ante ἴσοι] om. L>M>QP?. ἴσοι μὴ ἴσα] μὴ ἴσα ἴσοι Κ᾿. 
om. ΡΡ, ἢ] ἢ) (οἱ suprascripto) P», ἢ μὴ ἴσοι ἴσα] om. L>M>Q. 3 νέμων- 
ται] νέμωνται καὶ οἱ μὴ ἴσοι ἴσα L», ἔτι] ἔτι καὶ Η͂8, ἔστι δ᾽ MOQ. τοῦτο--- 
κατ᾽ ἀξίαν] om. Ν, 4 διανομαῖς] νομαῖς K>L>P> et (suprascripto δια) OP. 
5 δεῖν εἶναι] εἶναι δεῖν M>Q. 6 ὑπάρχειν] om. OPP. κατ᾽ ἀξίαν τινὰ δεῖν εἶναι 
Κῦυ͵ μὲν Snpoxparixol] δημοκρατικοὶ μὲν H4N>. ἕλευθερία»] om. (hiatu re- 
licto) H2. ἡ ὀλιγαρχικοὶ πλοῦτον] ὀλιγαρχικοὶ ἀρετήν. ἔστιν dpa τὸ δίκαιον 
ἀνάλογον πλοῦτον ΝΡ, πλοῦτον--- ἀριστοκρατικοὶ] om. P», οἱ δ᾽ ἀριστο] om. 
(hiatu relicto) Ha. 10 ἡ yap] # τε γὰρ ΜΌΟΟΣ, ἐστὶ] τις ἐστὶν ΝΡ, 
λόγω»] λόγου ΚΌΝΡΡΡ, 11 ὅτι] om. FI, 13 χρῆται] χρήσεται H2LOMPQND, 
ὡς post ofoy] om. M>Q. πρώτου] a L>M>bQO>. a Bekker. 14 δευτέρου] 
BL>M*QO*. B Bekker. ovrws] om. M>Q. καὶ L>. οὕτως καὶ H? Bekker. 
οὕτω καὶ Pb», δευτέρου] β LOM>*QO>. β Bekker. τρίτου] Ὑ ΤΟΜυΟΟΡυ, 
Ὑ Bekker, 15 δευτέρου] B LPMQO>. B Bekker. ἐὰ»] ἂν ἩΝΡΟΡ, κᾧἡἡ τοῦ 
δευτέρου τεθῇ Sis] ἡ τοῦ β τεθῇ Sis LOM>Q. ἡ τοῦ β τεθῇ dis Bekker. ἡ τοῦ B δὶς 
τεθῇ Οὗ. τὸ δεύτερον δὶς τεθὴ ΚΡ. τὸ β δὶς τεθῇ P>. 16 τέτταρα ἔσται 
τέσσαρα ἔστι M>, τέτταρά ἐστι Q. τέτταρα (omisso ἔσται) ΝΡ, τὰ] dra Nb, 
17 διήρηνται] διήιρηται KOO. διήρηται H2M>O?. 18 ἔσται] om. K>. πρῶ- 
ros] a LOMPQN>. a Bekker. 19 δεύτερο» B L>MbQNO>. B Bekker. οὕ- 
tus} οὕτω καὶ Pb», tpiros] Ὑ LOMPQN%OY. vy Bekker. τέταρτον] ἃ 
ΤΡ ΡΟΝΡΟῦ, ὃ Bekker. καὶ ἐναλλὰξ --τέταρτο»] om. M>Q. 


ae” 
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ἴσα ; indeed all battles and complaints arise in consequence of 
ἴσοι having and possessing things which are not ἴσα, or per- 
sons who are not ἴσοι, things which are ἴσα. Again this is 
plain in the case of τὸ κατ᾽ ἀξίαν (proportion); for all admit 
that in distributions τὸ δίκαιον should be determined κατ᾽ 
ἀξίαν, though all do not acknowledge the same ἀξία, demo- 
crats taking as their ἀξία freedom, oligarchs wealth and 
sometimes birth, aristocrats excellence. 

Hence τὸ δέκαιον is ἀνάλογόν τι. For τὸ ἀνάλογον is not 
peculiar to ΠΣ quantity, but belongs to quantity gener- 
ally, ἀναλογία being equality of ratios and having four terms at 
the least. That discrete ἀναλογία has four terms is plain: and 
so has continuous ἀναλογία; for it treats one term as two and 
repeats it; for example, with three lines, as the first term is to 
the second, so is the second to the third; thus the second 
term is repeated, and if the second term is so repeated, the 
ἀνάλογα will be four in number. And τὸ Sixatov too has four 
terms at the feacts and the ratio of the first to the second is 
the same as the ratio of the third to the fourth, for the persons 
and the things are similarly divided. Thus as the first term 


is to the second, so will the third be to the fourth; hence per- 
2--2 
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dpa, ὡς ὁ πρῶτος πρὸς τὸν τρίτον ὁ δεύτερος πρὸς TOV 
τέταρτον' ὥστε καὶ τὸ ὅλον πρὸς τὸ ὅλον᾽ ὅπερ ἡ νομὴ 
,.-.. ἃ ν σι , QO.» εν 
812 συνδυάζει" κἂν οὕτως συντεθῇ, δικαίως συνδυάζει. ἡ apa 
τοῦ πρώτου ὅρου τῷ τρίτῳ καὶ ἡ τοῦ δεύτερον τῷ τετάρτῳ 
’ \ 9 ὃ . ~ δί 4 9 ὃ \ , A δί 
σύζευξις τὸ ἐν διανομῇ δίκαιόν ἐστι καὶ μέσον τὸ δίκαιον 5 
τοῦτ᾽ ἐστὶ τοῦ παρὰ τὸ ἀνάλογον, τὸ γὰρ ἀνάλογον μέσον, 
813 τὸ δὲ δίκαιον ἀνάλογον. καλοῦσι δὲ τὴν τοιαύτην ἀναλο- 
γίαν γεωμετρικὴν ob μαθηματικοί" ἐν yap τῇ γεωμετρικῇ 
συμβαίνει καὶ τὸ ὅλον πρὸς τὸ ὅλον ὅπερ ἑκάτερον πρὸς 
\ 814 €xatepov.// ἔστι δ᾽ οὐ συνεχὴς αὕτη ἡ avadoyia’ οὐ γὰρ 10 
ee 4 9 θ a 9 e , 9 δὴ δ ty δί 
γίνεται εἷς ἀριθμῷ ὅρος, ᾧ καὶ ὅ. τὸ μὲν οὖν δίκαιον 
A A 9. 9 A δ᾽ τὸ N Ν᾽ 4 > », 
τοῦτο τὸ ἀνάλογον, τὸ δ᾽ ἄδικον τὸ παρὰ τὸ ἀνάλογον. 
’ ¥ A Α , A δὲ ὅλ 9 \ 3A A 
γίνεται dpa τὸ μὲν πλέον τὸ δὲ ἔλαττον. ὅπερ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν 
»Y , Α ε Ὶ A LO ~ 4 ¥y ε 
ἔργων συμβαίνει: ὁ μὲν γὰρ ἀδικῶν πλέον ἔχει, ὃ δ᾽ 
815 ἀδικούμενος ἔλαττον τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ. ἐπὶ δὲ τοῦ κακοῦ ἀνά- 15 
mahw* ἐν ἀγαθοῦ yap λόγῳ γίνεται τὸ ἔλαττον κακὸν πρὸς 
A ‘ Q Q _ ~ 
g1670 μεῖζον κακόν' ἔστι γὰρ τὸ ἔλαττον κακὸν μᾶλλον 
ε Q ΜᾺ a A δ᾽ ε δὴ 9 θ 4 ν Α ω 
αἱρετὸν τοῦ μείζονος, τὸ δ᾽ αἱρετὸν ἀγαθόν, καὶ τὸ μᾶλλον 
μεῖζον. 
4 τὸ μὲν οὖν ἕν εἶδος τοῦ δικαίου. τοῦτ᾽ ἐστίν, τὸ δὲ 20 
a A 
λοιπὸν ἕν τὸ διορθωτικόν, ὃ γίνεται ἐν τοῖς συναλλάγμασι 
καὶ τοῖς ἑκουσίοις καὶ τοῖς ἀκουσίοις. τοῦτο δὲ τὸ δίκαιον 


¥ ἴδ ¥ A , δ 8 δ 5 ‘ 
§2 ado εἰδος ἔχει TOU προτέρου. TO MEV γὰρ ὀιανεμητικὸν 


ε 


[πρῶτον] a LON, a Bekker. τρίτον] + ΤΟΡΝΡΟΡΡΡ, vy Bekker. ὁ ante 
Sebrepos] καὶ ὁ ΝΡ, δεύτερος] B LONbOY. B Bekker. 2 τέταρτον] 5 LYN>ObP», 
ὃ Bekker. 3 κἂν---συνδυάζει] om. H4M>Q., 4 πρώτου] a L>MbQN>P, κα 
Bekker. τρίτῳ] Ὑ LEMPQNDO>P>, +» Bekker. δευτέρου] B L>M>QO>P», 
B Bekker. τετάρτῳ] δ LUEM>QN>%O>P, ὃ Bekker. 6 τοῦτ᾽----τὸ δὲ δίκαιο» 
om. M>Q. τοῦ] τὸ H#K>L>p>, παρὰ] κατὰ Ha, γὰρ] μὲν γὰρ Οἵ, 
8 μαθηματικοὶ] μαθητικοὶ L>, 9 τὸ post πρὸς] om. ΜΡ. ἑκάτερον post 
ὅπερ] ἑκάτερος ἨΔ. 10 ἀναλογία] ἀνάλογος Ηδ. 11 dpos] ὁ ὅρος ΟΡ, 12 τοῦτο] 
καὶ τοῦτο N>, rovrw Κ᾽, τὸ post τοῦτο] om. ΡΝ», 13 τὸ μὲν πλέον ro] τῶ 
μὲν πλέον rw HAMPQN?, πλέον] πλεῖον ΗΝΡΟΡ, 14 πλέο»] πλεῖον ἩΔΝΡΟΣ, 
15 ἀνάπαλιν] τὸ ἀνάπαλιν Ob, 16 λόγῳ] λόγος Ha. τὸ ἔλαττον») καὶ τὸ 
ἕλαττον HaM>bON?, 21 τοῖς συναλλάγμασι] τοῦ συναλλάγματος H2, 22 καὶ 
τοῖς ἑκουσίοις καὶ τοῖς ἀκουσίοις] καὶ τοῖς ἀκουσίοις καὶ τοῖς ἑκουσίοις 10. τοῖς éxoy- 
σίοις τε καὶ ἀκουσίοις M>Q. 23 εἶδος ἔχει] ἔχει εἶδος Μ᾽. εἶδος ἐστὶ ΝΡ, dort 
εἶδος H*. προτέρου] πρότερον K>, yap]om. M>. διανεμητικὸν] διανομητικὸν Ν»,. 
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mutando, as the first is to the third, so is the second to the 


fourth; and therefore also [componendo] the whole to the 
whole. Now this is the combination which the distribution 
effects, and the combination is effected δικαίως if the ἀνάλογα 
are so compounded. , Hence the conjunction of the first term 
with the third, and that of the second term with the fourth 
is τὸ δίκαιον in distribution: and this δέκαιον is a mean be- 
tween violations of τὸ ἀνάλογον, since τὸ ἀνάλογον is a mean, 
and τὸ δίκαιον is ἀνάλογον. This sort of ἀναλογία is called 
by mathematicians geometrical, for it is in geometrical ava- 
λογία that the whole is to the whole as each to each. This 
ἀναλογία is net continuous, for person and thing do not 
constitute a single term. 

Thus this sort of δίκαιον is τὸ ἀνάλογον, and the corre- 
sponding ἄδικον that which violates τὸ ἀνάλογον. Further τὸ 
ἄδικον violates τὸ ἀνάλογον either by excess or by defect ; 
and this we find in fact, for ὁ ἀδικῶν has too much, ὁ ἀδικού- 
μενος too little of the good in question. In the case of evil 
the contrary holds: for the lesser evil in comparison with the 
greater evil is reckoned a good; since the lesser evil is more 
desirable than the greater evil, and that which is desirable is 
a good, and that which is more desirable, a greater good. 

This then is one sort of δίκαιον. The other is the correc- 
tive sort, which appears in private transactions both voluntary 
and involuntary. This sort of δίκαιον is of a different charac- 


ter from the former one. For, on the one hand the δίκαιον 
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, “~ A > A A A 9 4 > “ A 9 
δίκαιον τῶν κοινῶν ἀεὶ κατὰ τὴν ἀναλογίαν ἐστὶ τὴν εἰρη- 
ε 
μένην' καὶ γὰρ ἀπὸ χρημάτων κοινών ἐὰν γίγνηται ἢ 
διανομή, ἔσται κατὰ τὸν λόγον τὸν αὐτὸν ὅνπερ ἔχουσι 
\ ¥ \ 09 , Ν , »¥ \ 9 2 
πρὸς ἄλληλα τὰ εἰσενεχθέντα᾽ Kai τὸ ἄδικον τὸ ἀντικεί- 
§ 3 μενον τῷ δικαΐῳ τούτῳ παρὰ τὸ ἀνάλογόν ἐστιν. τὸ δ᾽ ἐν 5 
A , id 9 A Α ν . , » 
τοῖς συναλλάγμασι δίκαιον ἐστὶ μὲν ἴσον τι, καὶ TO ἄδικον 
ν 9 9 9 QA A b ,’ 9 ’ 9 Α A 
ἄνισον, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ κατὰ τὴν ἀναλογίαν ἐκείνην ἀλλα κατα 
‘ > ’ IAN A , 9 95 A ~ 
τὴν ἀριθμητικήν. οὐθὲν yap διαφέρει, εἰ ἐπιεικὴς φαῦλον 
A ‘ 
ἀπεστέρησεν ἢ φαῦλος ἐπιεικῆ, οὐδ᾽ εἰ ἐμοίχευσεν ἐπιεικὴς 
a A 
ἢ φαῦλος" ἀλλὰ πρὸς τοῦ βλάβους τὴν διαφορὰν μόνον το 
βλέπει ὁ νόμος, (καὶ χρῆται ὡς ἴσοις,) εἰ ὁ μὲν ἀδικεῖ ὁ δ᾽ 
ν A 
84 ἀδικεῖται, καὶ εἰ ὁ μὲν ἔβλαψεν ὁ δὲ βέβλαπται. ὥστε TO 
ἄδικον τοῦτο ἄνισον ὃν ἰσάζειν πειρᾶται ὁ δικαστής" καὶ 
Q 9 ε \ a ε Q , “A \ , ε δ᾽ 
γὰρ ὅταν ὁ μὲν πληγῇ ὁ δὲ πατάξῃ, ἢ καὶ κτείνῃ ὁ 
9 , , \ , Ve A > » . 9 Q 
ἀποθάνῃ, διήρηται τὸ πάθος καὶ ἡ πρᾶξις εἰς ἄνισα" ἀλλὰ 13 
8 5 πειρᾶται τῇ ζημίᾳ ἰσάζειν, ἀφαιρῶν τοῦ κέρδους. λέγεται 
A a 
yap ws amos εἰπεῖν ἐπὶ τοῖς τοιούτοις, κἂν Eb μή τισιν 
A “A ε 
οἰκεῖον ὄνομα εἴη, τὸ κέρδος, οἷον τῷ πατάξαντι, καὶ ἡ 
86 ζημία τῷ παθόντι" ἀλλ᾽ ὅταν γε μετρηθῇ τὸ πάθος, καλεῖται 
δὴ A , ‘ A ld ν “a A ,’ ᾿ 
τὸ μὲν ζημία τὸ δὲ κέρδος. ὥστε τοῦ μὲν πλείονος καὶ 20 
5. 2 \ , \ Se “οὗ \ ε , \ Ν 
ἐλάττονος τὸ ἴσον μέσον, τὸ δὲ κέρδος καὶ ἡ ζημία τὸ μὲν 
’ A > » 3 ‘4 A Α “~ > A , “” 
πλέον τὸ δ᾽ ἔλαττον ἐναντίως, TO μὲν τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ πλέον τοῦ 
A δ᾽ ὅλ. ὃ δ᾿ δ᾽ 3 , og ΄ὔὕὅΣἋῳ 4 9 
κακοῦ δ᾽ ἔλαττον κέρδος, τὸ δ᾽ ἐναντίον ζημία᾽ ὧν ἦν μέσον 
. » a , > ’ . Κ . 9 4 
τὸ ἴσον, ὃ λέγομεν εἶναι δίκαιον. ὥστε τὸ ἐπανορθωτικὸν 


x δίκαιον] om, KbP?, τὴν εἰρημένην] τῶν εἰρημένων Ha. 2 γίγνηται) 
γίνηται OP, γένηται 1, 3 τὸν ante λόγον] om. MQ. - 4 τρὸς ἄλληλα τὰ 
εἰσενεχθέντα] els ἄλληλα τὰ προσενεχθέντα ῬΡ, εἰς ἄλληλα προσενεχθέντα K, 5 
παρὰ) τὸ παρὰ K>O>, ἡ ἐκείνην) ἔχει ἐκείνην P>, 8 ἐπιεικὴς] ὁ ἐπιεικὴς ΜΌΟ. 


φαῦλον] φαῦλα Ha, 9 ἀπεστέρησεν] ἀποστερήσει O>. φαῦλος] 6 φαῦλος 
M>Q. εἴ om. NP. 10 πρὸς] mpd KPN>. διαφορὰν] ἀναφορὰν MQ, 
μόνον βλέπει] βλέπει μόνον K>P?, 12 καὶ] om. ΜΌΟ. ὁ μὲν ante 
ἔβλαψεν] om. ΚΡ Bekker. βέβλαπται] βλάπτεται ΜΌΟΟΡ, 14 καὶ ante 
κτείνῃ] om. M’QO>. 18 εἴη] ἦ ΚΡΡΡ', δοκῇ ΟἹ, τῷ] τὸ N>, πατάξαντι] 
πατάξοντι Ha, 19 ὅτων] ὅτε Ha. 21 ἐλάττονος] τοῦ ἐλάττονος Οὗ, δὲ 
κέρδος] κέρδος δὲ L>. 22 πλέον] πλεῖον P, ἔλαττον évayriws] ἔλαττον καὶ 


ἡ ζημία τὸ μὲν πλέον τὸ δ᾽ ἔλαττον ἐναντίως ΟἿ, 23 ἦν] ἦ Ο. 24 λόγομεν] 


λέγεται τὸ μὲν 115, | 


| 
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which distributes public possessions is always governed by the 
above-named avandoyia,—since, if the distribution is made 
᾿ from public funds, it will be in accordagce with the ratio sub- 
sisting between the contributions,—and the ἄδικον opposed to 
this δέκαιον violates τὸ ἀνάλογον; and on the other hand the 
δίκαιον of private transactions, though it is ἴσον τὸ and the cor- 
responding ἄδικον, ἄνισον, is regulated not by geometrical, but 
by arithmetical, ἀναλογία. For it makes no difference whether 
a good man defrauds a bad man or a bad one a good one, nor, 
whether it is a good man or a bad one who commits adultery, 
so that the law looks only to the degree of harm done, and, 
treating them as ἴσοι, considers whether the one ἀδικεῖ and the 
other ἀδικεῖται, whether the one harmed, and the other has 
been harmed. And consequently, this ἄδικον being ἄνισον, 
the juror endeavours to equalize it: iie. when one man 
strikes and the other is struck, when one man kills and the 
other is killed, the action and the suffering have been divided 


into unequal portions, and the juror endeavours to equalize 


the profit and the loss by a deduction from the former. For, 


generally speaking, these terms are applied to all such cases, 
although in. some they may not be strictly appropriate 
names, ‘profit’ to the striker for exatnple, and ‘loss’ to the 
sufferer: but it is when the suffering comes to be estimated 
that the act of the one is called ‘profit’ and the suffering of 
the other ‘loss’. AThus τὸ ἔσον is a mean between too much 
and too little, and profit and loss are, contrariwise, too much 
and too little, or too little and too much, too much good and 
too little evil being profit, too little good and too much evil 
being loss; and as τὸ ἔσον, which is-conceived to be δίκαιον, is, 


as we said, a mean between them, τὸ δίκαιον in correction will 


= 


X/. 


| 
, 


Bs 
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4, “a ¥ A 

§; δίκαιον ἄν εἴη TO μέσον ζημίας καὶ Képdous. διὸ καὶ ὅταν 
3 a Be ον το, τῷ \ , > δ᾽ 

ἀμφισβητῶσιν, ἐπὶ τὸν δικαστὴν καταφεύγουσιν τὸ 

A A 

ἐπὶ τὸν δικαστὴν ἰέναι ἰέναι ἐστὶν ἐπὶ τὸ δίκαιον: ὁ yap 

\ 4 t ~ 
δικαστὴς βούλεται εἶναι οἷον δίκαιον ἔμψυχον" καὶ ζητοῦσι 
δικαστὴν μέσον, καὶ καλοῦσιν ἔνιοι μεσιδίους, ὡς ἐὰν τοῦ 
8 μέσου τύχωσι τοῦ δικαίου τευξόμενοι. μέσον ἄρα τι τὸ 
» A 
δίκαιον, εἴπερ καὶ ὁ δικαστής. ὁ δὲ δικαστὴς ἐπανισοῖ, 

, 9 A ¥ e 
καὶ ὥσπερ γραμμῆς εἰς ἄνισα τετμημένης, ᾧ TO μεῖζον 
΄ΝὉΝ “~ ε ~ Ὺὰ 
τμῆμα τῆς ἡμισείας ὑπερέχει, τοῦτ᾽ ἀφεῖλε καὶ τῷ ἐλάττονι 
9 A 9 

τμήματι προσέθηκεν. ὅταν δὲ δίχα διαιρεθῇ τὸ ὅλον, 
, A »¥ Ν e a 9 4 δν Ν 
$y τότε φασὶν ἔχειν τὰ αὐτῶν, ὅταν λάβωσι τὸ ἴσον. « διὰ 
“A \. 39 , , 4 ’ 9 ’ 9 aA 
τοῦτο καὶ ὀνομάζεται δίκαιον, ὅτι δίχα ἐστίν, ὥσπερ ἂν 
ν » ou x € ὃ Ν ὃ 4 A δ᾽ 

εἰ τις εἰποι ὀιχαιον, καὶ O ὀικαστῆς ὀιχαστὴῆς.» «τὸ 

ἴω A 9 
ἴσον μέσον ἐστὶ τῆς μείζονος καὶ ἐλάττονος κατὰ τὴν apt- 


8 το θμητικὴν ἀναλογίαν.» ἐπὰν γὰρ δύο ἴσων ἀφαιρεθῇ ἀπὸ 


, A , Ν ΄Ὁ ‘ > e ? 
θατέρου πρὸς θάτερον δὲ προστεθῇ, δυσὶ τούτοις ὑπερέχει 
, Η > δ 3 , , \ , »,.εΝ ἃ 
θάτερον εἰ γὰρ ἀφῃρέθη μέν, μὴ προσετέθη δέ, ἑνὶ ἂν 
μόνον ὑπερεῖχεν᾽ τοῦ μέσον ἄρα ἑνί, καὶ τὸ μέσον « τοῦ» 
> 49 Ks > , e 0 ¥ “A ’ 9 ~ 
ap ov ἀφῃρέθη Evi. τούτῳ apa γνωριοῦμεν Ti τε ἀφελεῖν 
δεῖ ἀπὸ τοῦ πλέον ἔχοντος, καὶ Ti προσθεῖναι τῷ ἔλαττον 20 

* “A A 
ἔχοντι. ᾧ μὲν γὰρ TO μέσον ὑπερέχει, τοῦτο προσθεῖναι 
a A » ¥ & > ε , 9 ῳ > A a 
det τῷ ἔλαττον ἔχοντι, ᾧ δ᾽ ὑπερέχεται, ἀφελεῖν ἀπὸ TOU 


81; μεγίστου. ἴσαι αἷ ἐφ᾽ ὧν AA ΒΒ ΓΤ ἀλλήλαις: ἀπὸ τῆς 


AA ἀφῃρήσθω τὸ AE, καὶ προσκείσθω τῇ IT τὸ ἐφ᾽ ᾧ 

3 ἰέναι ἱέναι} ἱέναι KULOMPQND, ἐστὶν---βούλεται εἶναι] om. ΚΡ, o— 
ἔμψυχον] om. MQ. 5 peotdlous] μεσιδίκους (κ correcto) L>. μεσιδίκην He. 
μεσοδίκην MQ. 6 τι] om. M>Q. 9 καὶ] om. ΚΡ, ἐλάττονι] ἐλάττωνι 
Nb, 10 προσέθηκεν] om. ΚΡ. ὅταν] ὅτε Ha. διαιρεθῇ] διδιαιρεθῇ Ο. 
11 τὰ αὑτῶν] τὰ αὑτοῦ O τὸ αὑτοῦ LPP>, τὸ αὐτοῦ ἩΔΚΌΝΡ, τὸ αὐτὸ MQ, 
διὰ τοῦτο---διχαστής et τὸ δ᾽ ἴσον--- ἀναλογίαν] e coni. Rassow transposui, 12 ἄν] 
γὰρ dv Lb, om. M>Q. 13 et] om. ΚΡ, εἴποι] εἴπη He, τὸ δ᾽ 
ἴσον] om. ND. 14 μείζονος καὶ ἐλάττονος] ἐλάττονος καὶ μείζονος M>, 16 τού- 
τοις] τοιούτοις OP, 17 θάτερον] ΚΟ, τὸ ἕτερον ceteri. ἀφῃρέθη] ἀφαιρέθη 
ἘΠ, ἀφαιρεθῇ MQ. ““ροσετέθη] προστεθῇ ΜῦΌΟ. ἑνὶ ἂν] ἑνέ γ᾽ ἂν 
ΜῦΟ. 18 μόνον] μόνῳ L>, τοῦ] e coni. Zell inserui. 19 Te] om. ΚΡ, 
20 πλέον] πλεῖον MQ. προσθεῖναι] προστεθῆναι H@L>M>bQ. 21 ᾧ---ἔχοντι] 
om. HaM>qQ. 23 al ἐφ᾽ ὧν] ἐφ᾽ ὧν al MQ. 24 ἀφῃρήσθω] ἀφαιρήσθω (Ὁ) 


. Me. ἀφηρείσθω Q. ἀφαιρείσθω HALO. ἀφήιρηται ΚΡ. προσκείσθω] πρόσ- 


κειται Kd, ᾧ)] ΟΡ, ὧν ceteri et Bekker. 


| and 


bq 
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be the mean between loss and profit. And this is the reason 
why when men dispute they have recourse to the juror: to go 
to the juror is to go to τὸ δίκαιον ; for the juror is supposed to 
be a personification of τὸ δίκαιον, and men resort to a juror 
as to a mean, (some indeed calling jurors μεσίδιοι,) on the as- 
sumption that if they hit the mean they will obtain τὸ δίκαιον : 
τὸ δίκαιον is therefore a mean, seeing that the juror is one. 
Now the juror restores equality, and, to illustrate the matter 
by a line divided into, two unequal parts, takes away that by 
which the greater segment exceeds the half of the whole line 
and adds it to the lesser segment. When the whole has been 
divided into two equal parts, men say they ‘have their own’, 
both having now got τὸ icov. And this is the reason why 
δίκαιον is so called, because it is déya (equally divided), just 
as though one should call it d/yavov, and [similarly] the δι- 
καστής is a διχαστής. Here ro ἴσον is an arithmetical mean 
between the greater and the lesser lines. For when of two 
equals a part is taken from the one and added to the other, 
the second is in excess by twice the amount of the addition, 
since, if the part had been taken from the one but not added 
to the other, the second would have exceeded the first only 
by once the part taken away; so that the greater line exceeds 
the mean by once the part taken away, and the mean exceeds 
the segment from which a part was taken by once that part. 
By this process then we shall ascertain what we ought to take 
away from that which has too much, and what we ought to 
add to that which has too little: we must add to that which 
has too little that by which the mean exceeds it, and take from 
the greatest that by which the mean is exceeded. Let the lines 
AA’, BB, CC’ be equal to one another: let the segment AZ 
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ΓΔ, wore ὅλη ἡ AIT τῆς ΕΑ ὑπερέχει τῷ ΓΔ καὶ τῷ TZ: 
τῆς ἄρα ΒΒ τῷ ΓΔ. [ἔστι δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων τεχνῶν 
τοῦτο' ἀνῃροῦντο γὰρ ἄν, εἰ μὴ ἐποίει τὸ ποιοῦν, καὶ ὅσον 
καὶ οἷον καὶ τὸ πάσχον, ἔπασχε τοῦτο καὶ τοσοῦτον καὶ 
“” “x 9 Ν A 9. » A 9 , 
813 τοιοῦτον.] ἐλήλυθε δὲ τὰ ὀνόματα ταῦτα, ἥ τε ζημία 5 
καὶ τὸ κέρδος, ἐκ τῆς ἑκουσίου ἀλλαγῆς" τὸ μὲν γὰρ πλέον 
4 a A ε “~ ὃ ’ , A δ᾽ eX ~ 
ἔχειν ἢ τὰ ἑαυτοῦ κερδαίνειν λέγεται, τὸ δ᾽ ἔλαττον τῶν 
4 9 ἴω ἴω. 4, 4 ~ 9 “A a ~ a 
ἐξ ἀρχῆς ζημιοῦσθαι, otov ἐν τῷ ὠνεῖσθαι καὶ πωλεῖν Kat 
§ 14 ἐν ὅσοις ἄλλοις ἄδειαν ἔδωκεν ὁ νόμος" ὅταν δὲ μήτε πλέον 
pyr ἔλαττον ἀλλ᾽ αὐτὰ Ov αὐτῶν γένηται, τὰ αὐτῶν φασὶν 10 
' ἔχειν καὶ οὔτε ζημιοῦσθαι οὔτε κερδαίνειν. 
ὥστε κέρδους τινὸς καὶ ζημίας μέσον τὸ δίκαιόν ἐστι 
τῶν παρὰ τὸ ἑκούσιον, τὸ ἴσον ἔχειν καὶ πρότερον καὶ 
ὕστερον. 
A > 
5 = Soxet δέ τισι καὶ τὸ ἀντιπεπονθὸς εἶναι ἁπλῶς δίκαιον, 
Y ε , ¥ . fe \ eva δ 
ὥσπερ ot Πυθαγόρειοι ἔφασαν' ὠὡρίζοντο γὰρ ἁπλῶς τὸ 
8: δίκαιον τὸ ἀντιπεπονθός. τὸ δ᾽ ἀντιπεπονθὸς οὐκ ἐφαρ- 
’ 9 9 A A ὃ A δί ¥3 95 A δ ὃ 
μόττει οὔτ᾽ ἐπὶ τὸ διανεμητικὸν δίκαιον ovr’ ἐπὶ τὸ ιορθω- 
8.3 τικόν᾽ (καίτοι βούλονταί γε τοῦτο λέγει | καὶ τὸ Ῥαδα- 
μάνθυος δίκαιον" 20 
¥ 9 ~ 
εἴ κε πάθοι τά τ᾽ ἔρεξε, δίκη κ᾽ ἰθεῖα γένοιτο") 


"τ 
mn 


r ὅλη ἡ] ἡ ὅλη ΟΡ. ὅλην KY. EA] aé P>, τῷ ante ΓΖ] om. 1)». 3 
τοῦτο] post ἔστι δὲ supra ΚΡΟΡΡΡ, yap] μὲν γὰρ L». ποιοῦν] ποῖο Q. 
ὅσο»] πόσον KP, 4 καὶ post ofov] om. Mb. τοῦτο] om. M>Q. τοσοῦ- 
τον καὶ τοιοῦτον] τοσοῦτο καὶ τοιοῦτο 1». 5 δὲ] δὲ καὶ Ha, ταῦτα] om. M>Q. 

7 ἑαυτοῦ] αὑτοῦ O>P>, αὐτοῦ H#K>. 8 ὠνεῖσθαι καὶ πωλεῖν] ὠνεῖσθαι καὶ τῶ 
πωλεῖν ῬΌ, πωλεῖν καὶ ὠνεῖσθαι HALSMPQN>. ο ὅσοις] τοῖς KO. ἔδωκε» 
δέδωκεν KPOPP, 10 αὐτὰ δι αὑτὰ δι’ ΟΡ. τὰ ΜΌΟΩ. αὐτώ»] αὐτών NPQ 
‘Bekker. γένηται] γένητε N®, αὐτῶν] αὐτῶν HaK>L>N>P», φασὶ» 
φησὶν Ha. 13 τῶν] τῶι ΚΡ, τῶ ΗΝ τὸ ΜῇΌΟ. παρὰ] περὶ M>Q. τὸ 
ante ἴσον] rw ῬΡ, καὶ ante πρότερον] om. K>O?, 15 εἶναι ἁπλώς] ἁπλῶς 
εἶναι Οὗ, 16 ὥσπερ] ws Ῥὺ, Πυθαγόρειοι] Πυθαγόριοι K, 17 τὸ ott 
πεπονθὸ----δίκαιον] om. ΝΡ, ἀντιπεπονθός. τὸ δ᾽ ἀντιπεπονθὸΞ] ἀντιπεπονθὸς ἄλλωι. -.. 
τὸ δ᾽ ἀντιπεπονθὸς K>, Bekker. ἀντιπεπονθὸς ἄλλω, τὸ δ᾽ ἀντιπεπονθὸς οὐκ ἐφαρ-----. 
μόττει οὔτ᾽ ἐπὶ τὸ νόμιμον οὔτ᾽ ἐπὶ τὸ πολιτικόν, πολιτικὸν δὲ λέγω τὸ κοινωνικόν. τῷω-- 


δ᾽ ἀντιπεπονθὸς P>, 18 διανεμητικὸν] νεμητικὸν ΚΌΙΡΟΥΡΡ,. 19 βούλονται —m_ 
βούλοντο Q. ye] om. H@LPN>. a1 εἴ κε] εἰ καὶ ΚΡ, ΤἾ e coni. scripsi@=s 
κ᾽ codd. et Bekker. ἔρεξε] ἔρρεξε LOO, ἐρώξει ΝΡ. δίκη κἾ δίκη » 


MPO. 
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be taken away from the line 4A’ and the segment 
CD [equal to AZ] be added to CC’; then the "Ἢ" 
whole line DCC’ exceeds EA’ by CD and CZ, | Ϊ 
and therefore BB’ by CD. These names ‘loss’ and 
‘profit’ have come from voluntary exchange: for 
to have more than one’s own is called ‘to profit’ # Ζ 
and to have less than one had originally is called 
‘to lose,’ for instance, in buying and selling, and 
in all other transactions which the law allows: 
but when men get just what they had at the 
outset, not more nor less, they say they ‘have 
their own’ and neither lose nor profit. | 
Thus τὸ [διορθωτικὸν] δίκαιον is a mean between a sort 
of profit and a sort of loss in matters which are not volun- 
tary—the possession of exactly as much after the transaction 
as before it. 
Some think with the Pythagoreans that τὸ ἀντυπεπονθός 
(retaliation) is without further qualification δίκαιον: for the 
Pythagoreans defined τὸ δίκαιον without qualification as τὸ 
ayrimerovOos. But τὸ ἀντιπεπονθός does not accord either with 
Scasov in distribution or with δίκαιον in correction:—and yet 


they would have the δίκαιον of Rhadamanthus mean this; ‘if 


‘mam. suffers that which he did, right justice will be done:’— 
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A \ a, ® 9. 9 \ ν 2 » 
8ᾳ πολλαχοῦ γὰρ διαφωνεῖ" οἷον εἰ ἀρχὴν ἔχων ἐπάταξεν, 
οὐ δεῖ ἀντιπληγῆναι, καὶ εἰ ἄρχοντα ἐπάταξεν, οὐ πληγῆναι 
, an 9 A \ ~ » A e v4 “ A 
8 5 μόνον det ἀλλὰ καὶ κολασθῆναι. ἔτι TO ἑκούσιον καὶ TO 
9 ’ ’ ’ 9 9.9 A ~ a “~ 
§6 ἀκούσιον διαφέρει πολύ. ἀλλ᾽ ἐν μὲν ταῖς κοινωνίαις Tats 
9 a ’ A “A ’ \ 9Ψ 4 
ἀλλακτικαῖς συνέχει TO τοιοῦτον δίκαιον, τὸ ἀντιπεπονθός, 
κατ᾽ ἀναλογίαν καὶ μὴ Kar ἰσότητα. τῷ ἀντιποιεῖν γὰρ 
ε A 
ἀνάλογον συμμένει ἡ πόλις: ἢ yap TO κακῶς ζητοῦσιν" 
39 δὲ ’ ὃ X , ὃ -~ 9 Δ, 9 ’ . ,Ἅ \ it a 
εἰ δὲ μή, δουλεία δοκεῖ εἶναι, εἰ μὴ ἀντιποιήσει' ἢ TO εὖ 
εἰ δὲ μή, μετάδοσις οὐ γίνεται, τῇ μεταδόσει δὲ συμμέ- 
A “N 4 e Ν 9 A “~ 9 9% 
g,vovow. διὸ Kat Χαρίτων ἱερὸν ἐμποδὼν ποιοῦνται, ἵν 
4 “A . ; 
ἀνταπόδοσις 7° τοῦτο γὰρ ἴδιον χάριτος" ἀνθυπηρετῆσαί 
\ na \ \ » 
τε yap δεῖ τῷ χαρισαμένῳ, καὶ πάλιν αὐτὸν ἄρξαι χαριζό- 
88 μενον. ποιεῖ δὲ τὴν ἀντίδοσιν τὴν κατ᾽ ἀναλογίαν ἡ κατὰ 
, , δ 3 , 913 Φ ’ 
διάμετρον σύζευξις. οἷον οἰκοδόμος ἐφ᾽ ᾧ A, σκυτοτόμος 
9 4 9 9 99 4 ε ’ 9 e = 
ἐφ’ @ B, οἰκία ἐφ᾽ ᾧ IT, ὑπόδημα ἐφ᾽ ᾧ A. δεῖ οὖν 
A 9 ν᾿ ἴω 
λαμβάνειν τὸν οἰκοδόμον παρὰ τοῦ σκυτοτόμου τοῦ ἐκείνου 
¥ Ν 9.»ϑ ἡ 3 ’ , A ε “A 9\ = 
ἔργου, καὶ αὐτὸν ἐκείνῳ μεταδιδόναι τοῦ αὐτοῦ. ἐὰν οὖν 
A > δ Α ν 
πρῶτον ἡ τὸ κατὰ τὴν ἀναλογίαν ἴσον, εἶτα τὸ ἀντιπε- 
A ’ » νὴ ’ 9 A , 9 4 
πονθὸς γένηται, ἔσται TO λεγόμενον. εἰ δὲ μή, οὐκ ἴσον, 
9Q ἝΝ , a 342 Ν δ ’ a 4 Ν , 
οὐδὲ συμμένει' οὐθὲν yap κωλύει κρεῖττον εἶναι τὸ θατέρου 
. A > A ἴω) 
$9 ἔργον ἢ τὸ θατέρου: δεῖ οὖν ταῦτα ἰσασθῆναι. ἔστι δὲ 
τοῦτο καὶ ἐπι τῶν ἄλλων τεχνων᾽ ἀνῃροῦντο γὰρ «αν », εἰ 
A 9 
μὴ ἐποίει TO ποιοῦν, καὶ ὅσον Kat οἷον καὶ τὸ πάσχον, 


ὶ ) ; 
. ‘i . ἢ ra πὸ « οὐρα Β 


2 οὐ δεῖ-- ἐπάταξεν] om. Pb.  δεῖ---οὐ] om. ΝΡ. ἄρχοντα] ἀρχὴν ἔχοντα 
O>, 3 καὶ ante κολασθῆναι) om. K>, ἑκούσιον καὶ τὸ ἀκούσιον] ἀκούσιον καὶ 
τὸ ἑκούσιον H4AL>N>, ἑκούσιον (omissis καὶ τὸ ἀκούσιον) P>, 5 ἀλλακτικαῖς} 
συναλλακτικαῖς M>Q. 6 ἀναλογίαν] ἀναλογίαν ἔχον M>Q. ἡ συμμένει] ἐμ- 
μένει MOQ. 10 Χαρίτων] χάριτος P>, ἱερὸν] ἱερῶν N>. ἕτερον P> εἰ (?) pr. 
ΚΙ, ἐμποδὼν] ἐκποδὼν MQ. ε1Χτ1ι ἀνθυπηρετῆσαί τε] ἀνθυπηρετῆσαι H#K> 
ΜΡΌΟΝΡΡΡ, 13 ποιεῖ δὲ] om. ΜΌΟ. τὴν κατ᾽ ἀναλογίαν] τῆς κατ᾽ ἀναλογίαν 
Οὗ, κατ᾽ ἀναλογίαν (omisso τὴν) M>Q. τῆς ἀναλογίας Νῦ, ἡ] ἢ M>Q. 
14 διάμετρον σύζευξις] τὸ μέτρον συζεύξεις ΜΌΟ. ofov] om. ΚΡ. 15 ὑπόδημα] 
ὑποδήματα OP. 16 τοῦ ἐκείνου ἔργου] τὸ ἐκείνου ἔργον H2M>QP?. 17 τοῦ 
αὑτοῦ] K>O>. τοῦ αὐτοῦ ἨΞΣῚ ῬΜῬΟΝΌΡΡ, τὸ αὑτοῦ Bekker. 18 rhv] om. 
MQ. 19 γένηται] γενήσεται Οὗ, ἔσται] ἔτι Ha. 20 συμμένει] συμ- 
μενεῖ ΟΡ, συμμαίνει ΝΡ, συμφέρει M>. θατέρου ante Epyov] θάτερον H*. 
21 οὖν] οὖν δὴ HAN>P>. 22 ἄν] addit Bekker. om. codd. omnes. 23 ἐποίει] 
εἴποι Q. καὶ ὅσον καὶ οἷον] τοιοῦτον καὶ τοσοῦτον M>Q. 


10 


tue 
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for in many cases the law of retaliation and the law of correc- 
tive justice do not agree; for example, if a man strikes being 
a magistrate, he ought not to be struck back, whilst if a man 
strikes a magistrate, he ought not only to be struck, but also to 
be chastised : furthermore there is a great difference between 
what is voluntary and what is involuntary. Nevertheless in 
commercial κοινωνίαι the bond of union is this sort of δίκαιον, 
Viz. τὸ ἀντιπεπονθός, κατ᾽ ἀναλογίαν (in the sense of reciprocal 
proportion), not κατ᾽ ἰσότητα (in the sense of retaliation), In 
fact it is by proportionate requital that the city holds to- 

“gether: for men seck either to requite ill,—else, if they are 

~ not to requite it, they think themselves slaves, or to requite 
good,—else, there is no interchange, and it is by interchange 
that men hold together. And this is the reason why men set 
a shrine of the Graces in a prominent position, in order that 
there may be mutual requital: for this is a characteristic of 
grace, since it is right to make return to one who has shown 
grace, and then that he should begin again to show it. 

Now proportionate return is secured by cross-conjunction. 
For example, let A be a builder, B a shoemaker, C a house, 
and Dashoe. Here the builder must reccive from the shoe- 
maker a portion of his work; and must give him a portion of 
his own. If then first there is proportionate equality of 
wares, and then τὸ ἀντυπεπονθός is effected, the result of 
which we speak will be attained. Otherwise the bargain is 
not ἴσον and does not hold: for there is nothing to prevent 
the work of the one from being superior to the work of the 
other: they must therefore be equalized. And this holds 
of the arts generally; for they would fall into disuse, if, 
besides acting, the agent did not receive an equivalent both 
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Ψ A Q A Q A Ξ 9 A 9 ὃ a 
ἔπασχε τοῦτο καὶ τοσοῦτον καὶ TOLOUTOV’ οὐ γὰρ EK OVO 
ϑ ~ 4 ’ 9 3 9 9 “A Α ~ a 
ἰατρῶν γίνεται κοινωνία, ἀλλ᾽ ἐξ ἰατροῦ καὶ γεωργοῦ, Kat 
Y e δ > »¥ . 9 \ 9 A: a 
ὅλως ἑτέρων καὶ οὐκ tow’ ἀλλὰ τούτους δεῖ ἰσασθῆναι. 


βϑιοδιὸ πάντα συμβλητὰ Set πως εἶναι, ὧν ἐστὶν ἀλλαγή. 


279 Ἐν» 9 , ‘ , , , Ε , 
ἐφ᾽ ὃ τὸ νόμισμ᾽ ἐλήλυθε, καὶ γίνεταί πως μέσον πάντα 
γὰρ μετρεῖ, ὥστε καὶ τὴν ὑπεροχὴν καὶ τὴν ἔλλειψιν, πόσα 
»¥ ‘ e ’ 9 » > 9 A “A a ‘4 or 
ἅττα δὴ ὑποδήματ᾽ ἴσον οἰκίᾳ ἢ τροφῇ. δεῖ τοίνυν ὅπερ 
οἰκοδόμος πρὸς σκυτοτόμον, τοσαδὶ ὑποδήματα πρὸς οἰκίαν 
a a ΞΨ.Ψ.ΟΝ \ A > » 9 ᾿ οὐδὲ 
ἢ τροφήν᾽ (εἰ yap μὴ τοῦτο, οὐκ ἔσται ἀλλαγὴ οὐδὲ KoL- 
~ Lon “A ¥ 
vevia') τοῦτο δ᾽, εἰ μὴ toa εἴη πως, οὐκ ἔσται: Set apa 
9 aA 
ἑνί τινι πάντα μετρεῖσθαι, ὥσπερ ἐλέχθη πρότερον᾽ τοῦτο 
9. 9 Α “A Q > , ε ’ Δ , , Α͂ 3 x 
δ᾽ ἐστὶ τῇ μὲν ἀληθείᾳ ἡ χρεία, ἣ πάντα ovveye (εἰ γὰρ 
θὲ ὃ ’ a A e ’ A 9 » 9 A a 9 
μηθὲν δέοιντο ἢ μὴ ὁμοίως, ἢ οὐκ ἔσται ἀλλαγὴ ἢ οὐχ 
ἡ αὐτή οἷον δ᾽ ὑπάλλαγμα τῆς χρείας τὸ νόμισμα γέγονε 
κατὰ συνθήκην" καὶ διὰ τοῦτο τοὔνομα ἔχει νόμισμα, ὅτι 
οὐ φύσει ἀλλὰ νόμῳ ἐστί, καὶ ἐφ᾽ ἡμῖν μεταβαλεῖν καὶ 
A \ 9 
ποιῆσαι ἄχρηστον. ἔσται δὴ ἀντιπεπονθός, ὅταν ἰσασθῇ, 
ν ν A δὴ , » 
ὥστε ὅπερ γεωργὸς πρὸς σκυτοτόμον, TO. ἔργον TO TOU 
σκυτοτόμον πρὸς τὸ τοῦ γεωργοῦ. εἰς σχῆμα δ᾽ ἀνα- 
λ ’ 9 ὃ Ἂν A AX LE > de 4 > ») 
ογίας οὐ δεῖ ἄγειν ὅταν ἀλλάξωνται (εἰ δὲ μή, ἀμφοτέρας 
"ὦ A ε ‘ δ 9 y 9 > gg » A 
ἕξει TAS ὑπεροχὰς TO ἕτερον ἄκρον), ἀλλ᾽ ὅταν ἔχωσι τὰ 
αὐτῶν᾽ οὕτως ἴσοι καὶ κοινωνοί, ὅτι αὕτη ἡ ἰσότης δύναται 
2 > 5" A , ‘ \ \ , 
ἐπ᾿ αὐτῶν γίνεσθαι" (γεωργὸς A, τροφὴ I’, σκυτοτόμος B, 
, » 9 ω \ 9 , 9 , of . & > 
τὸ ἔργον αὐτοῦ τὸ ἰσασμένον Δ.) εἰ δ᾽ οὕτω μὴ ἣν ἀντι- 


, 9 A > s 9 3 ε ’ vd 
§ 13 πεπονθέναι, οὐκ ἂν ἣν κοινωνία. ὅτι δ᾽ ἡ χρεία συνέχει 


er ν ν A” a \ 93 , εχ 3 », 
ὥσπερ ἕν τι ov, δηλοῖ ὅτι όταν μὴ ἐν χρείᾳ ὦσιν ἀλλήλων, 


1 καὶ τοιοῦτον] om. ΚΡ, 3 καὶ ante οὐκ] om. M>Q. 4 πάντα] ταῦτα K», 
συμβλητὰ] ξυμβλητὰ ΜΡΟ. πως] πῶς Elan, 5 6] ΚΡ, ceteri ᾧ. 6 «με- 
Tpet, ὥστε καὶ] μετρίωστε καὶ K, ἔλλειψιν" ἔλλειψιν, μετρεῖ δηλονότι τὸ νόμισμα 


pb, " ἄττα] om. ΚΡ. δὴ] δεῖ ΝΡ, ἴσον---ὑποδήματα)] om. ΜΡΟ. 
ὅπερ] ὅπερ ὁ ΤΡΝΡΟΡΡΡ, 8 τοσαδὶ] τόσαδε ΚΡ. τόσα δὴ LP. Il πρότερον» 
καὶ πρότερον Οὗ. 12 ἐστὶ] ὅτι ΚΡ. ἢ ante πάντα] om. Ko», 13 9 
post ὁμοίως] om. H'&MQ. 16 οὐ} οὐχὶ 1. μεταβαλεῖν] μεταβάλλειν 


ἩΆΔΚΡΜΡΟΝΡΟῦ, 18 ὅπερ] ὅπερ δὴ 6 PY. τὸ post ἔργο»] om, ΗΞῚ ΜΌΡΟΝ’, 
1g ἀναλογίας οὐ δεῖ ἄγειν] οὐ δεῖ ἄγειν ἀναλογίας P>. οὐ διάγειν ἀναλογίας ΚΡ, 
21 ὑπεροχὰς] ὑπερβολὰς ΚΡ, τὰ] τὸ ΚΡΡΡ, 22 αὑτῶν] αὐτῶν ἩΔΚΡΙ}» 
ΝΌΟΣ», 23 αὐτῶν] αὐτῶ Η5, A] τὸ a KL». 26 ὅταν] ὁπόταν Ob, 
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in quantity and quality for what the recipient receives: for 
it is not two physicians between whom κοινωνία finds place, 
but a physician and a husbandman, and generally those 
who are not ico, but different: these have to be equalized. 
Hence all things which are exchanged must be somehow 
commensurable: and that they may be so, men have intro- 
duced τὸ νόμισμα, which serves as a sort of medium; for it 
measures all things, and therefore the excess and the defect, 
—that is to say, determines how.many shoes are equi- 
valent to a given house or a given quantity of food. Hence, 
as a builder to a shoemaker, so must so many shoes be to 
a house or a given quantity of food (otherwise there will 
be no exchange, and no κοινωνία), and this proportion 
will not be secured unless the articles are somehow equal. 
Hence, as was said above, all things must be measured by 
a single standard. This standard is in reality demand, which 
holds all things together; (for if the builder and the shoemaker 
do not require anything, or do not require correspondingly, 
there will be either no exchange, or an exchange of a different 
sort): but demand is conventionally represented by νόμισμα, 
which is therefore so called, because it is not φύσει but νόμῳ, 
so that it is in our power to change it and to make it useless. 
᾿Αντίπεπονθός then will take place when an equality is esta- 
blished so that as husbandman is to shoemaker, so is the 
shoemaker’s ware to the husbandman’s. The reference to 
the proportional formula must be made, not after the ex- 
change (otherwise there will be two extremes, one of which 
possesses both the excesses [of 4 ὃ 10]), but when they still 
retain their own wares: in this way they are ἴσοι and κοινωνοί, 
because it is possible in their case to establish the proper 
equality: (husbandman A, food C, shoemaker 8, his ware 
equated to the food D:) while if ἀντυπεπονθός could not be 
established in this way, there would be no κοινωνία. That 
demand holds things together as a single standard, is indicated 
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a 9 , a 9 3 9 , 9 Kd Φ 
ἢ ἀμφότεροι ἢ ατερος, οὐκ ἀλλάττονται, ὥσπερ ταν οὐ 
ν» > A 2 , 4 ¥ 4 , 9 , 

EXEL αὐυτος δέηταί Τις, OLOV OLVOV διδόντες σιτοῦυ ἐξαγωγήν. 


§14 δεῖ ἄρα τοῦτο ἰσασθῆναι. ὑπὲρ δὲ τῆς μελλούσης ἀλλα- 


,»" 9 A Q A 9 ἂν 9A “A ‘ ’ 
γῆς, εἰ νῦν μηδὲν δεῖται, ὅτι ἔσται ἐὰν δεηθῇ, τὸ νόμισμα 
4Φ 9 ’ 9 ea, A A “A , 4 
οἷον ἐγγνητής ἐσθ ἡμῖν δεῖ γὰρ τοῦτο φέροντι εἶναι 
λαβεῖν. πάσχει μὲν οὖν καὶ τοῦτο τὸ αὐτό' οὐ γὰρ ἀεὶ 
ἴσον δύναται ὅμως δὲ βούλεται μένειν μᾶλλον. διὸ δεῖ 

, A Ξ ν ‘ 2\ 9 , 9 δὲ 
πάντα τετιμῆσθαι: οὕτω γὰρ ἀεὶ ἔσται ἀλλαγή, εἶ 

9 
τοῦτο, κοινωνία. τὸ δὴ νόμισμα ὥσπερ μέτρον σύμμετρα 
ἴω ¥ A ¥ 9 

ποιῆσαν ἰσάζει" οὔτε γὰρ av μὴ ovons ἀλλαγῆς κοινωνία 
εχ ¥ > 5 \ >» A ¥ y¥3 39 », Νὴ ¥ 
ἦν, OUT ἀλλαγὴ ἰσότητος μὴ OVENS, OUT ἰσότης μὴ οὔσης 


$15 συμμετρίας. τῇ μὲν οὖν ἀληθείᾳ ἀδύνατον τὰ τοσοῦτον 


ὃ , , ’ θ A de A ,’ 9 ὃ o 
ιαφέροντα σύμμετρα γενέσθαι, πρὸς δὲ τὴν χρείαν ἐνδέ- 
ε ~ Aa , ~ Αι “A 3 9 ε , 
χεται ἱκανῶς. ἕν δή τι δεῖ εἶναι, τοῦτο δ᾽ ἐξ ὑποθέσεως" 
διὸ νόμισμα καλεῖται" τοῦτο γὰρ πάντα ποιεῖ σύμμετρα. 
μετρεῖται γὰρ πάντα νομίσματι. οἰκία A, μναῖ δέκα B, 

’ A A ~ 4 9 ’ ΄ 95 Joh ε 
κλίνη T. τὸ δὴ A τοῦ Β ἥμισυ, εἰ πέντε μνῶν ἀξία ἡ 
> a ¥ je δὰ , Sd , \ a ᾿ 
οἰκία, ἢ ἴσον ἡ δὲ κλίνη δέκατον μέρος τὸ Τ' τοῦ Β 


ἴω ’ ’ A ¥ > 9 9 ‘3 9 
$16 δῆλον τοίνυν πόσαι κλῖναι ἴσον οἰκίᾳ, OTL πέντε. ὅτι 
9 9 e 9 . “ δ Α ’ > A 
δ᾽ οὕτως ἡ ἀλλαγὴ ἣν πρὶν τὸ νόμισμα εἶναι, δῆλον᾽ 2 


’ Ἁ 9 4 A [4 ld 9 A 9 a “A 9 
διαφέρει γὰρ οὐδὲν ἢ κλῖναι πέντε ἀντὶ οἰκίας, ἢ ὅσου 
αἱ πέντε κλῖναι. 

a Q Ss a ¥ Q a Q > a 4 »ν 

τί μὲν οὖν τὸ ἄδικον καὶ τί τὸ δίκαιόν ἐστιν, εἰρηται. 


1 ἅτερος] θάτερος] Οὔ. οὗ ἔχει αὐτὸς] οὗ ἔχη αὐτὸς ΟΡ, οὐχὶ αὐτὸς ΚΡ. 
οὗ αὐτὸς ἔχει Po». 2 Tis] om. k>. οἴνου] οἶνον MQ. διδόντες] δόντες 
Kbp», ἐξαγωγήν) ἐξαγωγῆς ΚΡ Bekker. 3 ἄρα τοῦτο] τοῦτο ἄρα ΟὟ, ἄρα 
τοῦτο---μέλλου-] om. N?, 4 ἐὰν] ἄν Kbp>, 5 ἐσθ᾽ ἐστιν Ob, ἡμῖν] 
ἡμῶν ΜῦΟ. φέροντι) φανερόν τι K?, 6 πάσχει] παράσχοι M>Q. 8 τετι- 
μῆσθαι) τετμῆσθαι 1,". ἀεὶ ἔσται] ἔσται ἀεὶ ἩΛΜΡΟΝΡΟΡ, ἔσται (omisso ἀεὶ) 
Pp», 9 δὴ] δὲ Ν᾿, περ---οὔ- (in οὔσης) om. Ο. μέτρον] μέτρω 1. 


μέσον H@MPN?. Io ἄν] om. H@M>, 11 ἢν] εἴη ΟἹ, ἰσότης] ἰσότητος 
ΜΡῇΟ. 14 δή τι δεῖ] δέ τι δεῖ 1,0, δὲ δεῖ τι HAM>Q. δεῖ δή τι ΝΌΟΣ, τό 
A] ἐφ᾽ ἧς ἃ OP. 17 δὴ] δὲ ΠΜΡΟ. om. KO, μνῶν] μνῶ ΝΡ, 18 
ἴσον] τὸ ἴσον ἩΜΡΟ, κλίνη] κλίνη ἢ LbP», Β’ δῆλον] β. οἰκία ἐφ' 
ἧς da. μνῶν ε, κλίνη ἐφ᾽ ἣ B. μνᾶς ἀξία, ἡ δὲ κλίνη πέμπτον μέρος τῆς οἰκίας 
dv εἴη. δῆλον P>, 10 οἰκίᾳ] οἰκίας P>. ὅτι πέντε] om. Κῦ, 20 δ᾽] δὴ ΚΡ. 
εἶναι) M?Q. ἦν H8. ἡ ΚΌΝΡΟΡΡΡ, om. ΤΡ, 23 éoru] om. L». 
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by the fact that, when there is no demand on the part of both 
for mutual assistance, or at least on the part of one, they do 
not exchange: whereas, when B wants what A has, they ex- 
change, giving, for example, the privilege of exporting corn 
in return for wine; this bargain then has to be equalized. 
But if we do not require a thing now, τὸ νόμισμα is to us a 
sort of guarantee of future exchange, a pledge that it shall 
take place if at another time we require the thing: for it must 
be possible for the trader on producing the νόμισμα to obtain 
the ware. Of course τὸ νόμισμα is subject to the same laws 
as the wares themselves,—it is not always of the same value: 
nevertheless it tends to be more constant in value than they. 
All things therefore ought to have a value assigned to 
them: for so there will always be exchange, and if so, a 
κοινωνία. Thus τὸ νόμισμα is a sort of measure which makes 
things commensurable and reduces them to equality: for 
there would be no κοινωνία if there were no exchange, and no 
exchange if there were no equality, and no equality if there 
were no commensurability, Thus though it is in reality im- 
possible for things so widely different to become commensur- 
able, it is possible in an adequate degree by reference to 
demand. Hence there must be a single standard, and this 
determined by agreement, whence it is called νόμισμα, This 
νόμισμα makes all things commensurable, all things being 
measured by it. Let A be a house, & ten minas, C a bed. 
Now A is half B, if the house is worth or equivalent to five 
minas, and the bed C is the tenth part of B: it is plain then 
how many beds are equivalent to a house, viz. five. That this 
was the way in which exchange was effected before currency 
existed, is clear; for it makes no difference whether five beds 
are given for a house, or the price of the five beds. 

We have now defined ἄδικον, and δίκαιον, and from our 

J. 3 
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4 ἣ , “~ 9 : ε [4 , 
διωρισμένων δὲ τούτων δῆλον ὅτι ἡ δικαιοπραγία μέσον 
ς. ON a 9 A . 9 A . oe ON N , ν Ν 
ἐστὶ τοῦ ἀδικεῖν καὶ ἀδικεῖσθαι" τὸ μὲν γὰρ πλέον ἔχειν τὸ δ᾽ 
ἔλαττον ἐστίν. ἡ δὲ δικαιοσύνη μεσότης τίς ἐστιν, οὐ τὸν 
“9 δ δ , a» 3 A 9 9 ὦ , 3 ’ 
αὐτὸν δὲ τρόπον ταῖς ἄλλαις ἀρεταῖς, ἀλλ᾽ ὅτι μέσου ἐστίν, 
ἃ @ ε A ‘ 9 9 a 9 A \. 93 
« καὶ ὥσπερ ὑγιεινὸν μὲν ἐν ἰατρικῇ εὐεκτικὸν δὲ ἐν yup- 5 
A, e gs 3 , A ¥ XN ε Ν , 
ναστικῇ > ἡ δ᾽ ἀδικία τῶν ἄκρων. καὶ ἡ μὲν δικαιοσύνη 
ἐστὶ καθ᾽ ἣν ὁ δίκαιος λέγεται πρακτικὸς κατὰ προαίρεσιν 
ἴω , , A ‘\ en ἣ ¥ “ 
τοῦ δικαίου, καὶ διανεμητικὸς καὶ αὐτῷ πρὸς ἄλλον Kat 
ἑτέρῳ πρὸς ἕτερον, οὐχ οὕτως WOTE τοῦ μὲν αἱρετοῦ πλέον 
αὐτῷ ἔλαττον δὲ τῷ πλησίον τοῦ βλαβεροῦ δ᾽ ἀνάπαλιν, το 
818 ἀλλὰ τοῦ ἴσου τοῦ κατ᾽ ἀναλογίαν, ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ ἄλλῳ 
A ¥ ε 9 > ’ 9 , “A 90.929 ; ἴω 
πρὸς ἄλλον. ἡἣ δ᾽ ἀδικία τοὐναντίον τοῦ ἀδίκου" τοῦτο 
δ᾽ ἐστὶν ὑπερβολὴ καὶ ἔλλειψις τοῦ ὠφελίμον ἢ βλαβεροῦ 
QV 3 2 \ ε δ Ν ε 55 , 
παρὰ τὸ ἀνάλογον., διὸ ὑπερβολὴ καὶ ἔλλειψις ἡ ἀδικία, 
ν ε A N [4 , > >? ε ~ δ᾿ ε 
ὅτι ὑπερβολῆς καὶ ἐλλείψεώς ἐστιν, ἐφ᾽ αὐτοῦ μὲν ὑπερ- 15 
βολῆς μὲν τοῦ ἁπλῶς ὠφελίμου, ἐλλείψεως δὲ τοῦ βλαβε- 
δε Gat δ Ζῶ ἃ . 4 ει» . OA A 
pov’ ἐπὶ δὲ τῶν ἄλλων TO μὲν ὅλον ὁμοίως, τὸ δὲ παρὰ 
a 
TO ἀνάλογον, ὁποτέρως ἔτυχεν. τοῦ δὲ ἀδικήματος τὸ 
μὲν ἔλαττον τὸ ἀδικεῖσθαί ἐστι, τὸ δὲ μεῖζον τὸ ἀδικεῖν.. 
Α 9 ¥ κι ᾿ 
ει δὴ « φανερὸν δὲ καὶ ὅτι ἄμφω μὲν φαῦλα, καὶ τὸ ἀδικεῖσθαι 
“ a 9 ms A A Ἁ \ A 4 Ὁ» 9 ἃ 
καὶ τὸ ἀδικεῖν" τὸ μὲν γὰρ ἔλαττον τὸ δὲ πλέον ἔχειν ἐστὶ 
[οὶ 9 aA 
τοῦ μέσον [καὶ ὥσπερ ὑγιεινὸν μὲν ἐν ἰατρικῇ εὐεκτικὸν 
δὲ 9 : A, 9 4 σ A ‘ 9 A 4 4 
ἐ ἐν γυμναστικῇ] ἀλλ᾽ ὅμως χεῖρον τὸ ἀδικεῖν τὸ μὲν 


~ 


:- 


Ὁ 


: ἡ] καὶ ἡ H@M>oQN?>, 2 ἔχει»)] ἔχει MQ. 3 μεσότης τίς ἐστι» μεσότης 
ἐστὶν H8M>QN‘OP Bekker. 4 δὲ post αὐτὸν] om. H8M>QN> Bekéer. 
ταῖς ἄλλαις dperais] ταῖς πρότερον ἀρεταῖς H3M>Q Bekker. ταῖς προτέραις ἀρεταῖς 
ΝΡ, ταῖς ἀρεταῖς ταῖς πρότερον Ob. μέσου] τοῦ ἴσον μέσου Η͂ΜΡΟ. 5 καὶ 


ὥσπερ----γυμναστικἢ] ex 11 § 7 traieci. 8 δικαίου, καὶ] δικαίου, καὶ διανε- 
μητικὸς κατὰ προαίρεσιν τοῦ δικαίου καὶ N>, αὑτῷ] αὐτῶι ΚΡ. αὐτῶ ΝΡ. 9 


οὕτως] αὕτως ΝΡ, 10 αὑτῷ] αὐτώι K>, αὐτῶ HaN>, τῷ] τὸ Ο. βλα- 

βεροῦ] ταῦ βλαβεροῦ Or. 14 διὸ] διὸ καὶ HaM>Q. διὸ ὑπερβολὴ.----τταρὰ τὸ 

ἀνάλογον] om. N>, 15 αὑτοῦ] ἑαυτοῦ H@L>P>. ἑαυτοῖς M>Q. brepBonjjs] 

ὑπερβολὴ Ηϑ. 16 μὲν] om. HAL>M>QO>P», τοῦ ante ὡπλώς] τῆς Ha.’ 
τοῦ ante βλαβεροῦ] om. H#M>Q. 17 παρὰ] πρὸς H#M>Q. 18 ὁποτέρω:]) 

ὁπότερον H#M>Q. de] om. ΝΡ, 19 τὸ ante ἀδικεῖσθαι) τοῦ M>Q, om. ΚΡ, 

τὸ ante ἀδικεῖν] τοῦ ΜΡΟ. 20 φανερὸν--- ἀποθανεῖν] 11 88 7, 8 traieci. δὲ 

καὶ ὅτι] δ᾽ ὅτι καὶ HAaLbMoQO>, 21 μὲν] εἶναι Οὗ, whéov] πλεῖον ΚΌΟ ΡΡ, 

ἔχειν] om. HeM>Q. 
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4 9 An A , ‘ 4 4 a a ~ 
, γὰρ ἀδικεῖν μετὰ κακίας καὶ ψεκτόν, Kal κακίας ἢ τῆς 
,’ ‘ ε “~ a 9 4 9 N 9 4 ε , 
τελείας καὶ ἁπλῶς ἢ ἐγγύς, (οὐ γὰρ ἅπαν τὸ ἑκούσιον 
μετὰ ἀδικίας, « ἐν οἷς δ᾽ ἀδικία, καὶ τὸ ἀδικεῖν ἐν τούτοις, 
ἐν οἷς δὲ τὸ ἀδικεῖν, οὐ πᾶσιν ἀδικία, >) τὸ δ᾽ ἀδικεῖσθαι 
¥ : , ‘ ao v4 GF e A a > b ao ἰοὺ θ 
ι: 88 avev κακίας καὶ ἀδικίας. καθ᾽ αὑτὸ μὲν οὖν τὸ ἀδικεῖσθαι 
4 “A ’ “A 
ἧττον φαῦλον, κατὰ συμβεβηκὸς δ᾽ οὐθὲν κωλύει μεῖζον 
εἶναι κακόν. ἀλλ᾽ οὐδὲν μέλει τῇ τέχνῃ, ἀλλὰ πλευρῖτιν 
λέγει μείζω νόσον προσπταίσματος" καΐτοι γένοιτ᾽ av 
ποτε θάτερον κατὰ συμβεβηκός, εἰ προσπταίσαντα διὰ 
a σι ᾽ ε Α A a “~ 4 > $ 
τὸ πεσεῖν συμβαΐη ὑπὸ τῶν πολεμίων ληφθῆναι Kal ἀπο: 
θανεῖν. > 
A 9 
5§19 περὶ μὲν οὖν δικαιοσύνης καὶ ἀδικίας, τίς ἑκατέρας 
> Ve , 9. » a Q , e » δ V 
ἐστὶν ἡ φύσις, εἰρήσθω τοῦτον τὸν τρόπον, ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ 
6 ἕξ ς περὶ δικαίου καὶ ἀδίκου καθόλον. δεῖ δὲ μὴ λανθάνειν 
ν 4 ’ ,’ 9 ‘ A ε “~ ’ Q 
ὅτι τὸ ζητούμενόν ἐστι καὶ τὸ ἁπλῶς δίκαιον Kat 
‘ Q , A > 95. ν΄ A , 
TO πολιτικὸν δίκαιον. τοῦτο δ᾽ ἐστὶ κοινωνῶν βίου 
δὴ A 9. » 9 , , » A 2 
πρὸς TO εἶναι αὐτάρκειαν, ἐλευθέρων καὶ ἴσων ἢ κατ 
9 , a 2 9 oe, Y ὡς .»ν a 
ἀναλογίαν ἢ κατ᾽ ἀριθμόν: ὥστε ὅσοις μὴ ἔστι τοῦτο, 
9 ν ’ A 9 ’ A ‘ ’ 7 
οὐκ ἔστι τούτοις πρὸς ἀλλήλους τὸ πολετικὸν δίκαιον, 
9 , , AY e , ¥ δ᾿ , 
ἀλλά τι δίκαιον καὶ καθ᾽ ὁμοιότητα. ἔστι γὰρ δίκαιον 
4. , ,’ δ ε ’ ,’ 9 9 4 9 v4 e 
ois Kat νόμος πρὸς avTovs: νόμος δ᾽, ἐν ols ἀδικία' ἡ 
‘ δί , A δι , “ΟΝ a 59 δί τ 9 3 
γὰρ δίκη κρίσις τοῦ δικαίον καὶ τοῦ ἀδίκου" [ἐν οἷς ὃ 
9 ’ A A > “~ > ’ > 4. A 4 9 “~ 9 
ἀδικία, Kal TO ἀδικεῖν ἐν τούτοις, ἐν οἷς δὲ TO ἀδικεῖν, οὐ 
a 9 Po A 2 2 AN A , εαὸὦὸὦὸ»ν»ἤ a: 
πᾶσιν ἀδικία"] τοῦτο δ᾽ ἐστὶ τὸ πλέον αὐτῷ νέμειν τῶν 
85 ἁπλῶς ἀγαθῶν, ἔλαττον δὲ τῶν ἁπλῶς κακῶν. διὸ οὐκ 
9 δὰ ¥ ν 9 4 A ,᾽ ν ε “A ~ 
ἐῶμεν ἄρχειν ἄνθρωπον, ἀλλὰ τὸν λόγον, ὅτι ἑαυτῷ τοῦτο 
I ψεκτόν, καὶ κακίας] ψεκτὸν ἣν καὶ κακίας N>. ψεκτὸν ἦν καὶ τῆς κακίας H®MbQ. 
τῆς post ἢ] om. L>, 2 καὶ post τελείας] om. ΚΡ. ἐγγύς] σύνεγγυς O>. 
day] πᾶν K>P>, ἡ εἶναι] om. H#K>L>NbObP», μέλει] μέλλει Ha, 9 
προσπταίσαντα] προσπταίσαντος M>Q. 10 kal] ἢ KveOb>, 14 δικαίου} τοῦ 
δικαίου Bekker. 6 §§ 1, 2] vide infra, post 8 § 8. 6 § 3] vide infra, ro § τ. 
15 καὶ τὸ awrd\ws—éorw] om. M>Q. καὶ post δίκαιον] om. K>LDN?, 16 
ἐστὶ] ἐπὶ K>. ἐστιν ἐπὶ ΟΡ Bekker. κοινωνῶν] κοινωνὸν ἩΔΜΌΟ, κοινα Pb, 
20 ἀλλά τι δίκαιον] ἀλλά τι δίκαιον ἀλλά τι δίκαιον δ. καὶ ante καθ om. Ha. 
at ols] ἐν οἷς Ob, αὑτοὺς] M>. αὐτοὺς ceteri et Bekker. 22 κρίσις} κρίσις 


ἐστὶ 100. 24 αὑτῷ] αὐτὼ ΚΡ, αὐτῶ H@N>, 26 τὸν λόγον] τῶν λόγων ND, 
τὸν νόμον M>Q. ὶ : 


ν 
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ἀδικία in the sufferer, whereas τὸ ἀδικεῖν is blameworthy and 
implies κακία, which κακία is either τελεία καὶ ἁπλῶς or almost 
so. ([The qualification is required] because an ἀδίκημα volun- 
tarily committed does not necessarily imply ἀδικία; where 
there is ἀδικία, there is ἀδικεῖν, but where there is ἀδικεῖν, there 
is not always ἀδικία) Thus in itself τὸ ἀδικεῖσθαι is the lesser 
evil; still it may be κατὰ συμβεβηκὸς the greater. With this 
however theory is not concerned: theory reckons pleurisy 
a more serious infirmity than a sprain; but a sprain may be 
κατὰ συμβεβηκὸς worse than a pleurisy, should it chance that 
a man in consequence of a sprain falls, and in consequence of 
the fall is taken by the enemy and put to death. 

So much may be said in explanation of the nature of 
δικαιοσύνη and ἀδικία, and in like manner of δίκαιον and ἄδικον 
regarded κἀθόχλου. *But it must not be forgotten that what we 
seek is not merely τὸ ἁπλῶς δίκαιον, but also τὸ πολιτικὸν 
δέκαιον, i.e. the δίκαιον of free and (proportionately or actually) 
equal citizens living together with a view to the satisfaction 
of wants. Where this is not the case, πολιτικὸν δίκαιον does 
not exist, but only a sort of δίκαιον, so called καθ᾽ ὁμοιότητα. 
For δίκαιον subsists among those who have law to govern their 
mutual dealings; and law, where there is ἀδικία, δίκῃ being the 
determination of δίκαιον and ἄδικον, and ἄδικον consisting in 


the appropriation of too large a share of what is generally 


speaking good or too small a share of what is generally 


speaking bad. Hence we do not allow a particular man to 
rule, preferring the formula of law, because a particular man 
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ποιεῖ καὶ γίνεται τύραννος. ἔστι δ᾽ ὁ ἄρχων φύλαξ τοῦ 
Γ ᾿ - Γ = tt a a” 2% 

86 δικαίου, εἰ δὲ τοῦ δικαίου, καὶ τοῦ ἴσου' ἐπεὶ δ᾽ οὐθὲν 
αὐτῷ πλέον εἶναι δοκεῖ, εἴπερ δίκαιος, (οὐ γὰρ νέμει πλέον 
τοῦ ἁπλῶς ἀγαθοῦ αὐτῷ, εἰ μὴ πρὸς αὐτὸν ἀνάλογόν 
ἐστιν διὸ ἑτέρῳ πονεῖ, καὶ διὰ τοῦτο ἀλλότριον εἶναΐ 5 
φασιν ἀγαθὸν τὴν δικαιοσύνην, καθάπερ ἐλέχθη καὶ πρό- 

§ 7 τερον,)---μισθὸς ἄρα τις δοτέος, τοῦτο δὲ τιμὴ καὶ γέρας" 

8 8 ὅτῳ δὲ μὴ ἱκανὰ τὰ τοιαῦτα, οὗτοι γίνονται τύραννοι. τὸ 
δὲ δεσποτικὸν δίκαιον καὶ τὸ πατρικὸν οὐ ταὐτὸν τούτοις 
ἀλλ᾽ ὅμοιον" οὐ γὰρ ἔστιν ἀδικία πρὸς τὰ αὑτοῦ ἁπλῶς, το 
τὸ δὲ κτῆμα καὶ τὸ τέκνον, ἕως ἂν ἢ πηλίκον καὶ χωρισθῇ, 

89 ὥσπερ μέρος αὐτοῦ. αὐτὸν δ᾽ οὐθεὶς προαιρεῖται βλά- 
πτειν, διὸ οὐκ ἔστιν ἀδικία πρὸς αὑτόν, οὐδ᾽ ἄρα ἄδικον 
οὐδὲ δίκαιον τὸ πολιτικόν κατὰ νόμον γὰρ ἦν, καὶ ἐν 

3 td - re — “Ὁ ἶ > « Ψ 
οἷς ἐπεφύκει εἶναι νόμος" οὗτοι δ᾽ ἦσαν ols ὑπάρχει 15 
3 é a 5 Ψ 4 ‘ie ie 
ἰσότης τοῦ ἄρχειν καὶ ἄρχεσθαι. διὸ μᾶλλον πρὸς yu- 
ναῖκά ἐστι δίκαιον ἢ πρὸς τέκνα καὶ κτήματα' τοῦτο γάρ 
ἐστι τὸ οἰκονομικὸν δίκαιον" ἕτερον δὲ καὶ τοῦτο τοῦ 
a! * . * | 
7 πολιτικοῦ, τοῦ δὲ πολιτικοῦ δικαίου τὸ μὲν φυσικόν ἐστι 
4 ‘ Ϊ # —*, 4 ‘ = 4 » 4 
τὸ δὲ νομέκόν, φυσικὸν μὲν TO πανταχοῦ THY αὐτὴν ἔχον 20 
δύναμιν, καὶ οὐ τῷ δοκεῖν ἢ μή, νομικὸν δὲ ὃ ἐξ ἀρχῆς 
μὲν οὐθὲν διαφέρει οὕτως ἢ ἄλλως, ὅταν δὲ θῶνται, δια- 
φέρει, οἷον τὸ μνᾶς λυτροῦσθαι, ἢ τὸ αἶγα θύειν ἀλλὰ μὴ 


δύο πρόβατα, ἔτι ὅσα ἐπὶ τῶν καθ᾽ ἕκαστα νομοθετοῦσιν, 


2 εἰ δὲ τοῦ δικαίου] οπι. ΜΡΌ, 4Ά.πλέον post νέμει] om, ῬΡ, 4 τοῦ ἁπλῶς 
ἀγαθοῦ αὐτῷ] αὐτῶ τοῦ ἀπλώς ἀγαθοῦ 1 αὐτῷ] αὐτῷ ΤΟΝ, αὐτὸν] ἑαυτὸν 
Q. κἈ πονεῖ] ποιεῖ Bekker. εἶναί φασιν ἀγαθὸν] ἀγαθὸν εἶναί φασιν H®MbQ. 
6 καὶ] om. Η5, 7 dpa ris] τις ἄρα ἩΝΜΡΟΟΝ, 8 ὅτῳ] ὅσοις Οὗ, τὰ 
τοιαῦτα] ταῦτα HaM?QN*O, 9 ταὐτὸν] ταυτὸ Ob. τούτοιΣ] τούτων Hea, 
10 αὐτοῦ] αὐτοῦ H*LbN?, 11 τὸ ante réxvor] om. KYL, χωρισθῇ] μὴ 
χωρισθῇ HALYM*Q Bekker. 12 αὐτὸν] αὐτὸν HN, 13 αὐτὸν] αὐτὸν 
H*KM*Q. ἄδικον] ἀδικία ὃν K», 16 γυναῖκα] τὴν γυναῖκα ΜΌΟ. 17 
κτήματα] κτῆμα L», 18 οἰκονομικὸν] οἰκονομικὸν καὶ Ν᾿, δὲ] δέ ἐστι NP», 
καὶ ante τοῦτο] om. H=M>Q. 19 τοῦ δὲ πολιτικοῦ] om, Ἐν, 
γὰρ ΚΡ, 20 νομικόν] νύμιμον ΚΌΡΡ, νομικόν, καὶ LY, 

K®M*Q, ψομικὸν] νόμιμον ΚΡ, ὅ] om. M>Q, a2 ὅταν δὲ θῶ 
φέρει] om, ῬῬ, 23 οἷον] οὕτως ἢ ἄλλως οἷον ΚΡ, 
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rules in his own interest and becomes a tyrant. The magis- 
trate is the guardian of τὸ δίκαιον, and therefore of τὸ ἴσον: 
and since it is assumed that if he is δίκαιος, he has no more 
than his share,—for he does not apportion to himself more of 
what is generally speaking good unless such a share is propor- 
tionate to his claims, so that it is in the interest of another 
that he is at the pains of the distribution, (which is the reason 
why δικαιοσύνη is said to be the good of others, as was re- 
marked before,)—a reward must be given to the magistrate in 
the shape of honour and privilege; and when magistrates do 
not receive a sufficiency of such things, they become tyrants. 

The δίκαιον of master and slave (δεσποτικόν) and that of 
father and son {πατρικόν) resemble, but are not identical with, 
that of the free and equal: for there is no ἀδικία in the strict 
sense of the word towards what is one’s own; and the slave 
and the child until he reaches a certain age and bécomes 
independent, are as it were parts of oneself. Again no one 
deliberately chooses to harm himself, and therefore a man 
cannot show ἀδικία towards himself; it follows that he cannot 
exhibit towards himself πολιτικὸν ἄδικον or δίκαιον, since, as 
we said before, these depend upon law, and subsist only 
among those with whom law is a natural institution, that is 
to say, as we explained, those who have equality in ruling 
and being ruled. Hence δίκαιον subsists rather between man 
and wife than between father and children or master and 
slave: this, [the δίκαιον of man and wife,] is the δίκαιον of the 
household, and even this is different from the δίκαιον of the 
polity. 

Of the πολιτικὸν δίκαιον there are two kinds, the one 
natural, the other conventional; that being natural which 
everywhere has the same import and does not depend upon 
enactment, and that conventional which in the first instance 
is decided indifferently one way or another, but when once 
decided is not a matter of indifference; for example, that a 
mina shall be the prisoner’s ransom, that a sacrifice shall con- 
sist of a goat and not of two sheep, and all prescriptions for 
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9 
δ οἷον τὸ θίειν Βρασίδᾳ, καὶ τὰ ψηφισματώδη. δοκεῖ δ᾽ 
ἐνίοις εἶναι πάντα τοιαῦτα, ὅτι τὸ μὲν φύσει ἀκίνητον καὶ 
πανταχοῦ τὴν αὐτὴν ἔχει δύναμιν, ὥσπερ τὸ πῦρ καὶ 
9 Ud Ἁ 9 ,’ ? A b | , [4 
ἐνθάδε καὶ ἐν Πέρσαις καίει, τὰ δὲ δίκαια κινούμενα 
e an A 9 9 »” 9 »ὦ 9 > » 9 
83 ὁρῶσιν. (τοῦτο δ᾽ οὐκ ἔστιν οὕτως ἔχον, ἀλλ᾽ ἔστιν ὡς. 
καίτοι παρά γε τοῖς θεοῖς ἴσως οὐδαμῶς: παρ᾽ ἡμῖν 
> 9 , Ἁ , A , ou 9 4 ν 
δ᾽ ἔστι μῶν τι καὶ φύσει, κινητὸν μέντοι πᾶν.) ἀλλ᾽ ὅμως 
84 ἔστι τὸ μὲν φύσει τὸ δ᾽ οὐ φύσει: ποῖον δὲ φύσει τῶν 
as a 
ἐνδεχομένων καὶ ἄλλως ἔχειν, καὶ ποῖον οὗ ἀλλὰ νομικὸν 
Ἢ , » ¥ .e¢ » A Vo 
καὶ συνθήκῃ, εἴπερ ἄμφω κινητὰ ὁμοίως, δῆλον. καὶ ἐπὶ 
a » e 2A e , ,, , \ e 
τῶν ἄλλων ὁ αὐτὸς ἁρμόσει διορισμός" φύσει yap ἡ 
ὃ A v4 ? 9 ld ld 9 , 
εξιὰ κρείττων, καίτοι ἐνδέχεται πάντας ἀμφιδεξίους γε- 
, A Ν Ἁ ’ , δ ld A 
βενέσθαι τὰ δὲ κατὰ συνθήκην καὶ τὸ συμφέρον τῶν 
δικαίων ὅμοιά ἐστι τοῖς μέτροις. οὐ γὰρ πανταχοῦ ἴσα 
A 3 A) N A , 3 4 4 Ν 9 ΄“ a 
τὰ οἰνηρὰ Kal σιτηρὰ μέτρα, ἀλλ᾽ οὗ μὲν ὠνοῦνται, μείζω, 
€ Q\ a , . ὲ.» \ VA \ \ 
ov δὲ πωλοῦσιν, ἔλάττω: ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ τὰ μὴ φυσικὰ 
8.λ: 3 , , 9 9." A 2 A 3 ε 
GAN ἀνθρώπινα δίκαια οὐ ταὐτὰ πανταχοῦ, ἐπεὶ οὐδ᾽ αἱ 
ἴω 9 A ld ’ ἰφι Q , e 9 ¢ 
πολιτεῖαι, ἀλλὰ μία μόνον TavTaxou κατὰ φύσιν ἡ ἀρίστη. 
ἰοὺ δ a N ld 9 ε Q 4 b | 
g6 τῶν δὲ δικαίων καὶ νομίμων ἕκαστον ws τὰ καθόλον πρὸς 
\ 9 ν᾿, \ \ 4 , , 
τὰ καθ᾽ ἕκαστα exe.’ τὰ μὲν yap πραττόμενα πολλά, 
9 ig 9 9 ν ld Ud id A b 
87 ἐκείνων δ᾽ ἕκαστον ev καθόλον γάρ. διαφέρει δὲ τὸ 
9. 9 Ἁ A ¥ Ἁ AQ [4 .} ΑἹ a 
ἀδίκημα καὶ τὸ ἄδικον, καὶ τὸ δικαίωμα καὶ τὸ δίκαιον. 
κι 5 , 3 A ’ a , ‘ 3. δ δ. A 
ἄδικον μὲν γάρ ἐστι τῇ φύσει ἢ τάξει: αὐτὸ δὲ τοῦτο, 
9 ἰοὺ 90. ’ 9 Ἁ A ~ ¥ 
ὅταν mpaxOn, ἀδίκημά ἐστι, πρὶν δὲ πραχθῆναι, οὔπω, 


I ψηφισματώδη] ψηφίσματα τάδε M?. 4 εἶναι πάντα] πάντα εἶναι 
H@M>OQN?, ὅτι] διότι OP. 3 τὴν αὐτὴν ἔχει] ἔχει τὴν αὐτὴν ΟΡ. τὸ 
πῦρ καὶ] καὶ τὸ πῦρ MQ. 5 ἔχον, ἀλλ᾽ ἔστιν ws] on. MOQ. 6 γε τοῖς 
θεοῖς tows] τοῖς ἴσοις M>. τοῖς θεοῖς (in ras.) ἴσως Ο. οὐδαμῶς] ΚΡ. οὐδαμῶς 
ἔχον ΜΡΟΝΡΟΡΡ, οὐδαμῶς ἔχον ἐστι LY, ἡ φύσει, κινητὸν μέντοι] φυσικὸν 
κινητὸν οὐ μέντοι ἩΜῦΟ. 11 ἄλλων] ἄλλων καὶ ΚΡ. διορισμὸς] διορισμένος 


L>. 12 πάντας] twas Bekker. 13 συμφέρον] συμφέρων N°. 15 οὗ] ὦ 
ΜΡΟ. 16 οὗ] ὦ ΜῦΌΟ. μὴ] om. Η3 Μῦ, 17 οὐ] αὖ Ν᾽. αἴ] om. 
K>LPN>P», 18 πολιτεῖαι] πολιτεία ΝΌ. μόνον] μὲν H8M>Q. κατὰ] 
κατὰ τὴν ΗΜῦΌΟ. 19 τὰ ante καθόλου] τὸ ΗΞ5. wpds] που H8, 41 δὲ 


τὸ] δὲ καὶ τὸ OP. 22 καὶ τὸ δικαίωμα καὶ τὸ δίκαιον͵] om, ΚΡ. 23 τῇ] τὸ He. 
ἢ τάξει) 4 τῇ τάξει L>. αὐτὸ] τὸ αὐτὸ H®M*QN> Bekker. 24 ἐστι] om. 
ΚΡΌΙΡΡΡ,͵ 
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individual cases, e. g. the sacrifice in honour of Brasidas, and 
the provisions of a psephism. Some maintain that all δίκαια 
are of this conventional sort, because what is by nature is 
invariable and has the same effect everywhere, as for ex- 
ample fire burns both here and in Persia; whereas they see 
that δίκαια vary. (That δίκαια vary, though not true with- 
out limitation, is true in a manner, With the gods indeed, 
it is perhaps not true at all; but with men, though there is 
a δύκαιον which is by nature, all δίκαια are variable.) Never- 
theless there is a δίκαιον which is natural, as well as a δίκαιον 
which is non-natural: and it is easy to see what regulations 
which might have been otherwise are natural, and what regu- 
lations are not natural but legal and conventional, the two 
sorts being all the time equally variable. And in all other 
matters the same distinction will hold: for by nature the right 


~_hand is the stronger; still all may become ambidextrous. 


In fact δίκαια which are determined by convention and con- 
venience resemble standard measures: for the measures of 
wine and corn are not equal in all places, being larger in 
wholesale, and smaller in retail, markets; and in like manner 
δίκαια which are not natural but of human appointment are 
not the same in all places, inasmuch as constitutions are 
not the same, though in all places there is one only which is 
natural, i.e. the perfect constitution. 

Each δίκαιον or νόμιμον stands to individual acts in the 
relation of universal to particulars: for the things done are 
many, and each δίκαιον or νόμιμον is one, because universal. 

There is a difference between the ἀδίκημα and the ἄδικον, 
the δικαίωμα and the δίκαιον: for whereas a thing is ἄδικον by 
nature or by appointment, the thing in question when it is 
done is an ἀδίκημα; before it is done it is not an ἀδίκημα but 
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ἀλλ᾽ ἄδικον. ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ δικαΐωμα. (καλεῖται δὲ 
΄" ld A ‘4 ἢ , A 9 
μᾶλλον δικαιοπράγημα τὸ κοινόν, δικαίωμα δὲ τὸ ἐπα- 
, aA 9 ’ 9 ‘ 9. A “,“» 
νόρθωμα τοῦ ἀδικήματος.) καθ᾽ ἕκαστον δὲ αὐτῶν, ποῖά 
τε εἴδη καὶ πόσα καὶ περὶ ποῖα τυγχάνει ὄντα, ἵστερον 
ἐπισκεπτέον. 5 
8 ¥ δὲ A ὃ ’ N 2Q7 A 2 ld | 
ὄντων δὲ τῶν δικαίων καὶ ἀδίκων τῶν εἰρημένων, 
ἀδικεῖ μὲν καὶ δικαιοπραγεῖ, ὅταν ἑκών τις αὐτὰ πράττῃ" | 
9 ¥ ¥ 9 9 “ὦ ¥ ΄- 3.}λ5"5 & 
ὅταν & ἄκων, οὔτ᾽ ἀδικεῖ οὔτε δικαιοπραγεῖ ἀλλ᾽ ἡ 
κατὰ συμβεβηκός" οἷς γὰρ συμβέβηκε δικαίοις εἶναι ἣ 
2Q 7 Ud 3Q 2 ᾿ A “ 4 
8: ἀδίκοις, πράττουσιν. (ἀδίκημα δὲ καὶ δικαιοπράγημα 10 
ὥρισται τῷ ἑκουσίῳ καὶ ἀκουσίῳ, ὅταν γὰρ ἑκούσιον 
4 [4 ν δ NY 3992 A> 3 a. 9 95 ν 
ἢ, ψέγεται, ἅμα δὲ καὶ ἀδίκημα τότ᾽ ἐστίν’ ὥστ᾽ ἔσται 
¥ A 2Q 7 ν oN b | δ. ε ’ 
τι ἄδικον μὲν ἀδίκημα δ᾽ οὕπω, ἐὰν μὴ τὸ ἑκούσιον 
838 προσῇ. λέγω δ᾽ ἑκούσιον μέν, ὥσπερ καὶ πρότερον 
¥ ἁ ἃ A 999 ean » 20 A ‘ . » 
εἴρηται, ὃ ἂν τις τῶν ἐφ᾽ αὐτῷ ὄντων εἰδὼς Kal μὴ ay- 15 
΄Ν ’ ’ a ld A 4 4 ν φ ’ 
νοῶν πράττῃ μήτε ὃν μήτε ᾧ μήτε οὗ « ἕνεκα», οἷον τίνα 
τύπτει καὶ τίνι καὶ τίνος ἕνεκα, κἀκείνων ἕκαστον μὴ κατὰ 
δ Ν id 9 ¥ Ἁ A a) 
συμβεβηκὸς μηδὲ βίᾳ, ὥσπερ εἴ tis λαβὼν τὴν χεῖρα 
αὐτοῦ τύπτοι ἕτερον, οὐχ ἑκών, οὐ γὰρ ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ. ἐνδέ. 
χεται δὲ τὸν τυπτόμενον πατέρα εἶναι, τὸν δ᾽ ὅτι μὲν 20 
ἄνθρωπος ἢ τῶν παρόντων τις γινώσκειν, ὅτι δὲ πατὴρ 
ἀγνοεῖν. ὁμοίως δὲ τὸ τοιοῦτον διωρίσθω καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ οὗ 
9 Ἁ Ἁ \ -~ 9 A 9 Ud ς 
ἕνεκα, καὶ περὶ τὴν πρᾶξιν ὅλην. τὸ δὴ ἀγνοούμενον, ἣ 
ΔΛ 9 Ud A ‘ 9 93 959 “ὦ δ᾽ ¥ A ’ 9 ,’ 
μὴ ἀγνοούμενον μὲν μὴ ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ δ᾽ ov, ἡ βίᾳ, ἀκούσιον.) 


1 ἀδικονἾ ἄδικον ὅτι (τι K>) ὅταν πραχθῇ ἀδίκημα ἐστίν KOLON>O>PS, P| 
μᾶλλον δικαιοπράγημα τὸ κοινόν] τὸ κοινὸν μᾶλλον δικαιοπράγημα ΜΌΡΟΝ, =e} 
om. Ha. 3 ποῖά) ποία N>, 4 τυγχάνει] τυγχάνοι P>. 6 τῶν ante 
δικαίων) om. M>Q. εἰρημένων] προειρημένων Ob, ἡ ὅταν»---ἀλλ᾽ ἢ] τις ἀλλὰ 
ΜῦΟ. 9 εἶναι ἢ ἀδίκοι5] ἢ ἀδίκοις εἶναι ΟΡ, 12 ἔσται τι ἄδικον] ἄδικόν τι 
ἔσται ἩἸΜΌΟΝΡ, 13 δ᾽ οὔπω, ἐὰν] οὔπω ἐστὶν ἐὰν ΜΌΟ. éay] ἂν H*K>L>pd, 
14 μὲν] om. MQ. 15 αὑτῷ] ἑαυτῶ H*M>QO>. 16 πράττῃ] πράττοι 
ΜΡ, σπράττῃ---οἷον] om. ΝΡ, dv] ὃ ΚΌΡΡ, ᾧ)] ws corr. ΚΡ, οὗ] ὅν corr. 
ΚΌΡΡ, ἕνεκα] addit Bekker. om. codd. omnes. 17 τύπτει) τύπτειν K>. καὶ τίνι] 
om. K», ἕκαστον] ἑκάτερον K>. ἑκάτεον Ῥῦ, 19 τύπτοι] τύπτει ἩΞῚ ῬΜνΟΟν, 
ἑκὼν] ἑκὼν δὲ ἩΔΜΌΟΝΡΌΟΡΡΡ, ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ] ἐφ᾽ ἑαυτῶ OP. 41 δὲ πατὴρ) 
δ᾽ ὁ πατὴρ Οὗ, 22 τὸ ante τοιοῦτον] om. Q. τοῦ] K>. τῶν ceteri, 
24 ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ] ἐφ᾽ αὑτώ LPP>. ἐφ᾽ αὐτῶ N>. ἐφ᾽ ἑαυτῶ ΟΡ, ἀκούσιον] éxov- 
σιον N?, 
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only ἄδικον, So too with a δικαίωμα. (More correctly the 
general term is δικαιοπρώγημα, δικαίωμα being the correction 
of the ἀδίκημα.) 

We must enumerate hereafter the several kinds of δίκαια 
and νόμιμα, and describe them and the things with which 
they are concerned, 

And whereas δίκαια and ἄδικα are what has been said, a 
man ἀδικεῖ or δικαιοπραγεῖ when he voluntarily does ἄδικα or 
δίκαια: but when he does those acts involuntarily, he neither 
ἀδικεῖ nor δικαιοπραγεῖ except κατὰ συμβεβηκός, for such an 
one does acts which are κατὰ συμβεβηκὸς δίκαια or ἄδικα, 
(That an act is or is not an ἀδίκημα or δικαιοπράγημα is deter- 
mined by its voluntariness or involuntariness: for when an 
act is voluntary it is blamed, and is at the same time an 
εἰδίκημα: so that there will be an act which is ἄδικον, but not 
yet an ἀδίκημα, if voluntariness is lacking. Here by a volun- 
tary act I mean, as has been said above, anything which being 
within his power a man does knowingly and not in ignorance 
of the person, the instrument, or the result,—for example 
whom he strikes, what he strikes with, and with what result,— 
doing any such act neither xara συμβεβηκός nor under com- 
pulsion; whereas if B were to take A’s hand and strike C, 
A would not strike voluntarily, the act not being in his own 
power. , But it is possible that the person struck should be 
the father of the striker, and that the striker should know that 
the other was a human being or even one of the bystanders, 
and yet be ignorant that it was his father. The same sort of 
distinction may be made in like manner in regard to the result, 
and with reference to the act generally, Now an act done 
in ignorance, or an act which, though not done in ignorance, 
is not under the agent’s control, or is done under compulsion, 
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ν᾽. A Ἁ ΄Ὰ ’ ε ‘4 io a “ , 
TOAAG ‘yap καὶ τῶν φύσει ὑπαρχόντων εἰδότες καὶ πράτ- 
ν id φ 3242 » ε [4 ¥» 9 9 a 
τομεν καὶ πάσχομεν, ὧν οὐθὲν οὔθ᾽ ἑκούσιον οὔτ᾽ ἀκού- 
§4 σιόν ἐστιν, οἷον τὸ γηρᾶν ἢ ἀποθνήσκειν᾽ ἔστι δ᾽ ὁμοίως 
> A “~ sQe Q “A v4 .' a A o 
ἐπὶ τῶν ἀδίκων καὶ τῶν δικαίων καὶ τὸ κατὰ συμβεβηκός" 
καὶ γὰρ ἂν τὴν παρακαταθήκην ἀποδοίη τις ἄκων καὶ 
δ. ’ a ¥ Qe , ¥ a) 
διὰ φόβον, ov οὔτε δίκαια πράττειν οὔτε δικαιοπραγεῖν 
, 3.λΥλῦ} ἃ \ o. e@€ » ‘ ‘ Q 
φατέον ἀλλ᾽ ἢ κατὰ συμβεβηκός ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ τὸν 
ἀναγκαζόμενον καὶ ἄκοντα τὴν παρακαταθήκην μὴ ἀπο- 
διδόντα κατὰ συμβεβηκὸς φατέον ἀδικεῖν καὶ τὰ ἄδικα 
ὃ: πράττειν. τῶν δὲ ἑκουσίων τὰ μὲν προελόμενοι πράτ- 
τομεν τὰ δ᾽ οὐ προελόμενοι, προελόμενοι μὲν ὅσα προβου- 
, 9 , 1 9 9 , A δὲ 
86 λευσάμενοι, ἀπροαίρετα δὲ ὅσα ἀπροβούλευτα. τριῶν δὲ 
οὐσῶν βλαβῶν τῶν ἐν ταῖς κοινωνίαις, τὰ μὲν μετ᾽ ἀγνοίας 
ἁμαρτήματά ἐστιν, ὅταν μήτε ὃν μήτε ὃ μήτε ᾧ μήτε οὗ 
ἕνεκα ὑπέλαβε πράξῃ" ἢ γὰρ οὐ βαλεῖν ἢ οὐ τούτῳ ἢ οὐ 
A Δ 9 , 2 9 9 9 4 , 9 «“ 
τοῦτον ἢ οὐ τούτον ἕνεκα φήθη, ἀλλὰ συνέβη οὐχ οὗ 
y >? 4 9 ν 4 9 9 4 A 9 
ἕνεκα φήθη, οἷον οὐχ ἵνα τρώσῃ ἀλλ᾽ ἵνα κεντήσῃ, ἢ οὐχ 
ν A 4 , ε 
βγη ὅν, ἢ οὐχ ᾧ' ὅταν μὲν οὖν παραλόγως ἡ βλάβη γένηται, 
> °° ν δὲ A ar l4 ¥ δὲ , ε ld 
ἀτύχημα, ὅταν δὲ μὴ παραλόγως, ἄνευ δὲ κακίας, ἁμάρ- 
τημα' ἁμαρτάνει μὲν γὰρ ὅταν ἡ ἀρχὴ ἐν αὐτῷ ἢ τῆς ἀγ- 
’ 9 ΄-: δ᾽ ν Ἂν θ ν δὲ id Ἁ ps A 
88 νοίας, ἀτυχεῖ δ᾽ ὅταν ἔξωθεν. ὅταν δὲ εἰδὼς μὲν μὴ προ- 
i ν 
βουλεύσας δέ, ἀδίκημα, οἷον ὅσα τε διὰ θυμὸν καὶ ἄλλα 
’ ν 9 A a \ id “ 9 ’ 
πάθη ὅσα ἀναγκαῖα ἢ φυσικὰ συμβαίνει τοῖς ἀνθρώποις" 
ταῦτα γὰρ βλάπτοντες καὶ ἁμαρτάνοντες ἀδικοῦσι μέν, 


1 γὰρ καὶ τῶν φύσει] γὰρ τῶν κατὰ φύσιν H8M>Q. 8 γηρᾶν] ἐγγηρᾶν 
H@MPQN?bO>. ἢ] καὶ ΜΡ. καὶ ro L>. ἔστι δ ἔστιν Ν᾽, ὁμοίω5)] ὁμοίως 
καὶ Pb, 4 ἀδίκων καὶ τῶν δικαίων) δικαίων καὶ τῶν ἀδίκων Ο. καὶ ante 
τὸ] om. H#M*Q. 5. καὶ ante διὰ] ἢ M?. 6 ὃν] ΚΡ, om. ceteri. δίκαια] 
om. pr. N>, II οὐ προελόμενοι] οὐ προαιρούμενοι MQ, 12 ἀπροβούλευτα) 
προβουλευτά Κῦ, δὲ] δὴ ΚΌΝΡΟΡ Bekker. οὖν ΜῦΌΟ. 15 πράξῃ] K>. ταῦτα 
πράξη H®LYN°O>P>. ταῦτα πράξοι M>Q. βαλεῖν] βάλλειν ΚΡ, Bare? MbQ, 
16 ἀλλὰ ---φήἡθη] om. ῬΡ, 18 ᾧ] K>. os ceteri et Bekker. ὅτα»] ὅτε M>Q. 
οὖν] om. ΝΡ, ἡ] οὔ. 1, ἣ 0. γένηται] γίνηται ΜΡ, 19 δὲ post 
ἄνευ] om. M>Q. 20 ἡ ἀρχὴ ἐν αὐτῷ] ἡ ἀρχὴ ἐν αὑτῷ Ph. ἐν αὐτῶ ἡ ἀρχὴ 
H@M°Q. ἐν ἑαυτῶ ἡ ἀρχὴ ΝΌΟΣ, ἢ] ἢ Q>. dyvolas] e coni. scripsi. 
αἰτίας K>DLON>O>PP Bekker. κακίας H*M>Q. 22 καὶ ante ἄλλα] ἢ M>Q. 
24 ταῦτα] διὰ ταῦτα ΟἹ, 


ed 
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is involuntary.) For there are many natural processes which 
we perform and experience with full knowledge, but which do 
not fall either under the head of voluntary or under that of 
involuntary, for example growing old, or dying: and in 
like manner there is a κατὰ συμβεβηκός in the case of things 
ἄδικα and δίκαια: thus a man may restore the deposit un- 
willingly and under the influence of fear, and such a one 
should not be said δίκαια πράττειν or δικαιοπραγεῖν except 
κατὰ συμβεβηκός: and in like manner one who under compul- 
sion and unwillingly retains the deposit should be said xara 
συμβεβηκὸς ἀδικεῖν and τὰ ἄδικα πράττειν. Of voluntary 
acts we do some of deliberate purpose, others without deli- 
berate purpose, of deliberate purpose when we have previously 
debated what we shall do, without deliberate purpose when 
we have not so debated, And whereas there are three sorts 
of harm which may be done in κοινωνίαι, things done 
ignorantly are ἁμαρτήματα when the object, the act, the instru- 
ment, or the result is other than the agent supposed: for 
instance, he had thought that he would not strike, or that he 
would not strike with this weapon, or that he would not 
strike this person, or that the blow would not have this effect, 
and the result was other than he had expected (thus he did 
not strike with intent to cut, but with intent to prick), or the 


person or the weapon was different. Now when the harm is 


done contrary to expectation, it is an ἀτύχημα; but when, 
though it is not contrary to expectation, there is no malice, it 
is a ἁμάρτημα; that is to say, when the origin of the ignorance 
is in the agent, he ἁμαρτάνει, but when it is external to him, 
he atvyez, When however a man harms another knowingly 
but without previous deliberation, it is an ἀδίκημα; for in- 
stance, harms done under the influence of anger or any other 
unavoidable or natural passion to which men are liable: when 
men do harm (βλάπτοντες) or misconduct themselves (auapra- 
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\ 9 4 93 9 ld ¥ A “ SQA 
καὶ ἀδικήματά ἐστιν, οὐ μέντοι πω ἄδικοι διὰ ταῦτα οὐδὲ 
68: πονηροί᾽ οὐ γὰρ διὰ μοχθηρίαν ἡ βλάβη: « ἐπεὶ δ᾽ ἔστιν 
ἀδικοῦντα μήπω ἄδικον εἶναι, ὁ ποῖα ἀδικήματα ἀδικών 
ἤδη ἀδικός ἐστιν ἑκάστην ἀδικίαν, οἷον κλέπτης ἢ μοιχὸς 
a , a 9 Ν IQA , ἃ . a 
ἢ λῃστής; ἢ οὕτω μὲν οὐδὲν διοίσει, (καὶ yap ἄν συγ- 
, Ν 99 A \ @ 93 9 9 \ , 9 δ 
γένοιτο γυναικὶ εἰδὼς τὸ ἣ, ἀλλ᾽ ov διὰ προαιρέσεως ἀρχὴν 
68: ἀλλὰ διὰ πάθος" ἀδικεῖ μὲν οὖν, ἄδικος δ᾽ οὐκ ἔστιν, οἷον 
3 ’ ¥ ? sQA ‘4 9 [4 ’ ε ’ 
οὐ κλέπτης, ἔκλεψε δέ, οὐδὲ μοιχός, ἐμοίχευσε δέ: ὁμοίως 
880 δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν addwy,) > ὅταν δ᾽ ἐκ προαιρέσεως, ἄδικος 
' ld A ~ ν᾿ 9 ἰδὲ 9 9 », 
καὶ μοχθηρός ; διὸ καλῶς τὰ ἐκ θυμοῦ οὐκ ἐκ προνοίας 
4 3 A Ἂν ε A “A 9 9 ε 4 , 
κρίνεται: οὐ γὰρ ἄρχει ὁ θυμῷ ποιῶν, ἀλλ᾽ ὁ ὀργίσας. 
¥ Ν 90" δ ΄ , aA ‘ 9 κυ 9 A 
g10 ἔτι δὲ οὐδὲ περὶ τοῦ γενέσθαι ἢ μὴ ἀμφισβητεῖται, ἀλλὰ 
ἃ “ 4 > A ld \ 3 , ε 595 4 5 
περὶ τοῦ δικαίον: ἐπὶ φαινομένῃ γὰρ ἀδικίᾳ ἡ ὀργή ἐστιν᾽ 
οὐ γὰρ ὥσπερ ἐν τοῖς συναλλάγμασι περὶ τοῦ γενέσθαι 
ἀμφισβητοῦσιν, ὧν ἀνάγκη τὸν ἕτερον εἶναι μοχθηρόν, 
av μὴ διὰ λήθην αὐτὸ δρῶσιν: ἀλλ᾽ ὁμολογοῦντες περὶ 
τοῦ πράγματος, περὶ τοῦ ποτέρως δίκαιον ἀμφισβητοῦσιν. 
ε 9 9 Ud 9 9 A 9 ε A ¥ 3 
ὁ δ᾽ ἐπιβουλεύσας οὐκ ἀγνοεῖ. ὥστε ὁ μὲν οἴεται ἀδι- 


gir Κεῖσθαι, ὁ δ᾽ οὐ.“ ἂν δ᾽ ἐκ προαιρέσεως βλάψῃ, ἀδικεῖ 


“N δ a 9 ¥ A > ’ ε 9 ww ἊὙ ν 
καὶ κατὰ ταῦτ᾽ ἤδη τὰ ἀδικήματα ὁ ἀδικῶν ἄδικος, ὅταν 
NS 8 9 4΄ ἃ \ \ ¥ ε , \ Ν 
παρὰ τὸ ἀνάλογον ἢ ἢ παρὰ τὸ ἴσον. ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ 
ν ἴω A 
§12 δίκαιος, ὅταν προελόμενος δικαιοπραγῇ, δικαιοπραγεῖ δέ, 
a : 
ἂν μόνον ἑκὼν πράττῃ. ὃ τῶν δ᾽ ἀκουσίων τὰ μέν ἐστι 
ν 
συγγνωμονικὰ τὰ δ᾽ οὐ συγγνωμονικά' ὅσα μὲν γὰρ μὴ 
μόνον ἀγνοοῦντες ἀλλὰ καὶ δι᾿ ἄγνοιαν ἁμαρτάνουσι, συγ- 


2 οὐ γὰρ] οὐδὲ HaM>QN?, ἐπεὶ-- ἄλλων] 6 88 1, 2 traieci. 3 ποῖα] 
ποῖα δ᾽ P>, 6 διὰ ante προαιρέσεως] om. ΚΡ. 7 διὰ ante rafos] om. M>Q, 
wados] πάθη Ha. 8 οὐ ante κλέπτης] οὐδὲ HAL>MbQN?OD Bekker. 9 δὲ 


post ὁμοίως] om. PP», 10 poxOnpds] πονηρός M>Q, διὸ] διὸ καὶ L>, κρο- 
volas] προαιρέσεως MQ. II θυμῷ ποιῶν] θυμοποιῶν ΚΡ. 12 οὐδὲ] οὐ ΜΌΟ͵ 
περὶ] παρὰ ἨΞ3. 13 περὶ] παρὰ Ha. φαινομένῃ}] φερομένη Ph, ἡ] om. 
ΜΡ͵ 14 ὦ] om. Κ᾽, περὶ] παρὰ Ha. γενέσθαι] γίνεσθαι M>. 18 
ἀμφισβητοῦσιν] ἀμφισβητεῖται M>Q. 16 dv] εἰ Οὔ. αὐτὸ] αὐτῶν HaM> 
17 τοῦ ποτέρως] δὲ τοῦ ποτέρως pr. Kb, 19 dv] ἐὰν K>L>P», 20 déixos] 
ὁ ἄδικος P>, 21 παρὰ] περὶ 1. ἢ] om. MQ. 22 δίκαιος] ὁ δίκαιος 


1», δικαιοπραγεῖ] δικαιοπραγῇ M>. 23 μόνον] om. Q. per] μὴ 
M>Q. 


to] 
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vovres) in this manner, they ἀδικοῦσιν and the acts are ἀδική- 
ματα, but the perpetrators are not necessarily ἄδικοι or πονη- 
pol, the harmful act not being the result of μοχθηρία. But 
seeing that a man may be ἀδικῶν and yet not necessarily 
ἄδικος, what are the ἀδικήματα the commission of which makes 
a man necessarily ἄδικος of any particular adicla—for ex- 
ample, a thief, an adulterer, or a brigand? Shall we not rather 
say that the distinction is not of this sort [i.e. does not lie in 
the acts],—(for a man may have intercourse with a woman 
knowing who she is, yet not of deliberate purpose, but under 
the influence of passion: such an one ἀδικεῖ without being 
ἄδικος, thieving, for example, yet not being a thief, com- 
mitting adultery, yet not being an adulterer, and so forth),— 
[but lies in the person], and that it is when a man ἀδικῇ of 
deliberate purpose that he is ἄδικος and μοχθηρός ὃ | 

Hence actions prompted by anger are rightly held not 
to have been done ἐκ προνοίας. For it is not 6 θυμῷ ποιῶν 
who begins the quarrel, but o dpyicas. Moreover the issue 
is one not of fact but of δώκαιον, anger arising at apparent 
ἀδικία : i.e, the parties do not dispute the fact, as they do 
in συναλλάγματα, where one or other must be μοχϑθηρός, ---- 
unless they do it through forgetfulness; but, agreeing about 
the fact, they disagree as to the side on which right lies 
(ποτέρως δίκαιον). On the other hand ὁ ἐπιβουλεύσας (the 
vengeful man) is obviously not ignorant of the fact. Thus 
whereas ὁ θυμῷ ποιῶν may plead his belief that he has 
been wronged, ὁ ἐπιβουλεύσας cannot do so. 

But if a man harms another of deliberate purpose, te 
ἀδικεῖ and is moreover ἄδικος, provided that the act violates 
proportion or equality, In like manner a man is δίκαιος 
when he δικαιοπρωγῇ of deliberate purpose, whilst he δικαίο- 
mpayei if he acts voluntarily though not, perhaps, deliberately, 

Of involuntary harmful acts some are excusable, others 
are not. Those ἁμαρτήματα which men do not only in 
ignorance, but owing to ignorance, are excusable, but those 
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ld 9 A δ 9 ¥ 9 9 9 A 
γνωμονικά, ὅσα δὲ μὴ δι’ ἄγνοιαν, add’ ἀγνοοῦντες μὲν 
διὰ πάθος δὲ μήτε φυσικὸν μήτ᾽ ἀνθρωπικόν, οὐ συγγνω- 
μονικά. 

9 4 9 ν 9 ε ~ 4 A Led 
ἀπορήσειε δ᾽ av tis εἰ ἱκανῶς διώρισται περὶ τοῦ 
9 ~ N 3 “A “Ὁ A > ¥ 4 9 
ἀδικεῖσθαι καὶ ἀδικεῖν, πρῶτον μὲν εἰ ἔστιν ὥσπερ Ἑὐρι- 
[4 »ν» ’ 9 ’ 
πίδης εἴρηκε, λέγων ἀτόπως 
’ ’ A 3 4 A ’ 
μητέρα κατέκταν τὴν ἐμήν, βραχὺς λόγος. 
Ἁ 
ἑκὼν ἑκοῦσαν, ἢ οὐχ ἑκοῦσαν οὐχ ἑκών ; 
, \ e 9 κι 4 e 9 A a a 
πότερον γὰρ ws ἀληθῶς ἔστιν ἑκόντα ἀδικεῖσθαι, ἢ οὗ 
9 95 9» ’ ν 9 . a 3 ἴω ΄- ε V4 
αλλ᾽ ἀκούσιον aay, WoTEp Kal TO ἀδικεῖν πᾶν ἑκούσιον: 
ν 4 aA 9 A > » 9 .Y . 9 “ A 
καὶ dpa πᾶν οὕτως ἦ ἐκείνως, ὥσπερ καὶ TO ἀδικεῖν πᾶν 
ε » A NV vies, . go 9» » . ce \ 
§2 ἑκούσιον, ἡ TO μὲν ἑκούσιον τὸ δ᾽ ἀκούσιον; ὁμοίως δὲ 
9" “A A \ Ἁ a) A ε ’ 
καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ δικαιοῦσθαι" τὸ γὰρ δικαιοπραγεῖν πᾶν ἑκοί- 
9 9 ¥ 9 A ε ’ ε 4 4 
σιον. wort εὔλογον ἀντικεῖσθαι ὁμοίως καθ᾽ ἑκάτερον τό 
> 9 A Ν δὴ [οὶ A ε 4 a 9 4 
τ᾽ ἀδικεῖσθαι καὶ τὸ δικαιοῦσθαι---Ἶ ἑκούσιον ἢ ἀκούσιον 
¥ aA , \ 3 _N ~ ~ > 
εἶναι. ἄτοπον δ᾽ av δόξειε καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ δικαιοῦσθαι, εἰ 
88 πᾶν ἑκούσιον' ἔνιοι γὰρ δικαιοῦνται οὐχ ἑκόντες. ἐπεὶ 


Q ld o ¥ o ε QA ¥ τ 
καὶ τόδε διαπορήσειεν ay τις, πότερον ὁ τὸ ἄδικον πε- 


Ἁ 3 aA ~ a 99 ΝΟ 323 A “A Ud Q 
πονθὼς ἀδικεῖται πᾶς ἡ ὥσπερ Kal ἐπὶ τοῦ πράττειν, καὶ 
9. ἃ “ ld 9 ’ ‘ δὴ A 9 ’ 
ἐπὶ τοῦ πάσχειν ἐστίν; κατὰ συμβεβηκὸς γὰρ ἐνδέχεται 
9 5 9 ’ ’ ~ id e id Ν 
ἐπ᾿ ἀμφοτέρων μεταλαμβάνειν τῶν δικαίων, ὁμοίως δὲ 
on 9 Ἁ 9. “ 9.9 δ Q > A δ ¥ 
ἤλον ὅτι καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἀδίκων οὐ yap ταὐτὸν τὸ τάἄάδικα 
’ A 59 A SQA , » , A 9 “~ 
πράττειν τῷ ἀδικεῖν οὐδὲ TO ἄδικα πάσχειν τῷ ἀδικεῖσθαι, 
ε , ‘QA XY 3." A A ‘ a 
ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ δικαιοπραγεῖν καὶ δικαιοῦσθαι: 


2 δὲ] om. ΚΡ, ἀνθρωπικόν] ἀνθρώπινον H*K>Q Bekker. 4 ἱκανώς] 
κανῶς pr. Nb, 5 ἀδικεῖν] τοῦ ἀδικεῖν HAaM>QN>O>PD, εἴ om. Ha, 
6 ἀτόπως] τὸ πῶς K>. ἀγόπως. wis L>. ἀτόπως τὸ πῶς ΝΟ), " κατέκτα» 
κατεκνα N>, κατέκτα ceteri et Bekker. 8 οὐχ éxovcay] codd. et Bekker θέλου- 
σαν. 9 ἀληθώ:] ἀληθές ΜῦΟ. 10 ἅπαν] πᾶν OP, II πᾶν ante οὕτω] 
ἅπαν HaL>MbQNPP>, καὶ] om. ΜΌΟ. way ante ἑκούσιον] ἢ πᾶν ΚΌΝΡΡΙ͵ 
πᾶν ἦν ΜῦΟ. 12 ἢ τὸ---ἰκούσιον] om. K>. τὸ δ᾽ ἀκούσιον (omissis ἢ τὸ μὲν 
ἑκούσιον) ΝΡ, 13 δικαιοῦσθαι] διοῦσθαι pr. N>. 14 καθ᾽] δὲ καθ᾽ HA. δὴ 
καθ' MQ. 15 τὸ ante δικαιοῦσθαι] om. K>P>, ἢ ἑκούσιον] ἣ ἅπαν 
ἑκούσιον ΜΡ. εἰ ἅπαν ἑκούσιον Ο. 17 wav] ἅπαν ἩΞΜΌΟΝΡΟΣ, ἔνιοι] ἕνοι 
pr. N>, 18 rode] τό ye NOD, 21 ἐπ᾽ ἀμφοτέρων μεταλαμβάνειν] pera- 
λαμβάνειν ἐπ᾿ ἀμφοτέρων MQ. 23 πράττειν] om. P> (add. marg. ποιεῖν.). 
τὸ] τῶ ΝΡ, ' 
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which they do, not owing to ignorance, but in ignorance, 
owing to passion which is neither natural nor such as 
human beings are liable to, are not excusable. 

It may perhaps be doubted whether we have been suf- 
ficiently explicit about ἀδικεῖσθαι and ἀδικεῖν : in the first 
place whether the matter is as Euripides has put it in his 


strange lines— 


Al. I killed my mother, that’s the tale in brief. 
Ph. Were you both willing, or unwilling both? 
In other words, is it really possible for a man ἑκόντα ἀδικεῖ- 
σθαι, or on the contrary is ἀδικεῖσθαι always ἀκούσιον as 
ἀδικεῖν is always ἑκούσιον) Is ἀδικεῖσθαι always ἀκούσιον 
or always ἑκούσιον, as ἀδικεῖν is always ἑκούσιον ; or is it 
sometimes ἑκούσιον, sometimes ἀκούσιον And so likewise 
in the case of δικαιοῦσθαι ; δικαιοπραγεῖν being always éxov- 
ovov. Thus we might fairly suppose that ἀδικεῖσθαι and 
δικαιοῦσθαι were similarly opposed to ἀδικεῖν and δικαιο- 
πραγεῖν respectively, and so were either ἑκούσιον or ἀκούσιον. 
But again in the case of δικαιοῦσθαι, it would seem strange 
that it should always be ἑκούσιον ; for some δικαιοῦνται οὐχ 
ἑκόντες. Indeed a further doubt may be raised whether in 
every case ὁ τὸ ἄδικον πεπονθὼς ἀδικεῦται, or, on the contrary, 
it is with πάσχειν as with πράττειν. In fact passively as 
well as actively actions may κατὰ συμβεβηκός partake of 
τὰ δίκαια, and plainly this also holds of τὰ ἄδικα: that 
is to say, τἄδικα πράττειν is not identical with ἀδικεῖν, nor 
ἄδικα πάσχειν with ἀδικεῖσθαι, and similarly this is true of 


δικαιοπραγεῖν and δικαιοῦσθαι; for a man cannot ἀδικεῖσθαι 
J. 4 
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2997 δ 3 κι \ 59 A a A 
ἀδύνατον yap ἀδικεῖσθαι μὴ ἀδικοῦντος 7 δικαιοῦσθαι 
+ ὃ a a SS ees Saas ie NS ace ἐδ 
§4 μὴ OtKalompayourTos. εἰ ἐστὶν ἄπλως TO GAOLKEW TO 
, e »9 ’ A > ¢ ». 940.» va ν # 
βλάπτειν ἑκόντα τινά, τὸ δ᾽ ἑκόντα εἰδότα καὶ ὃν καὶ @ 
Ἁ ν ε 9 9 ‘ ε Ἁ 4 > A e ¢ ε , 9 
καὶ ὡς, ὁ δ᾽ ἀκρατὴς ἑκὼν βλάπτει αὐτὸς αὑτόν, ἑκών τ 
a 3 A . 9 ‘4 9 A e A 9 . A » 
ἂν ἀδικοῖτο καὶ ἐνδέχοιτο αὐτὸν αὐτὸν ἀδικεῖν. (ἔστι 5 
δὲ καὶ τοῦτο ἐν τῶν ἀπορουμένων, εἰ ἐνδέχεται αὐτὸν 
e A 9 ἴω »ὦ € Ἁ ¥ 9 9 , e 9 ν 
8.5 αὑτὸν ἀδικεῖν.) ἔτι ἑκὼν ἄν τις δι ἀκρασίαν ὑπ᾽ ἄλλου 
ν 3 ¥ a A A 
βλάπτοιτο ἑκόντος, ὥστ᾽ εἴη ἂν ἑκόντ᾽ ἀδικεῖσθαι. ἢ οὐκ 
A “A 
ὀρθὸς ὁ διορισμός, ἀλλὰ προσθετέον τῷ βλάπτειν εἰδότα 
va \ ® .' a A \ A 9 , ’ o 
§6 Kal ὃν καὶ @ καὶ ὡς τὸ παρὰ THY ἐκείνου βούλησιν; βλά- το 
φ Ἁ νΝ Ἂν σι 
πτεται μὲν οὖν τις ἑκὼν καὶ τάδικα πάσχει, ἀδικεῖται δ᾽ 
οὐθεὶς ἑκών" οὐθεὶς γὰρ βούλεται, οὐδ᾽ ὁ ἀκρατής, ἀλλὰ 
‘ A Y 4 ld » A Y 9 A a 
παρὰ τὴν βούλησιν πράττει: οὔτε yap βούλεται οὐθεὶς ὃ 
“ ν 9 QA a 9 ν σι 
μὴ οἴεται εἶναι σπουδαῖον, ὅ τε ἀκρατὴς ὃ οὐκ οἴεται δεῖν 
r ε Ν Q e “A , 9 9 , 
87 πράττειν πράττει. ὁ δὲ Ta αὐτοῦ διδούς, ὥσπερ Ὅμηρός 1s 
ὃ A Q A A "ὃ 
φησι δοῦναι τὸν Γλαῦκον τῷ Διομήδει 
7 4, e 4 9 9 a, 
χρύσεα χαλκείων, ἑκατόμβοι᾽ ἐννεαβοίων, 
9 ὃ A 2 93 > A ,ὕ 3 δ ὃ ὃ , δὴ δ᾽ ἀδ 
οὐκ ἀδικεῖται' ἔπ αὐτῷ yap ἐστι TO OLOOVAL, TO υ- 
ἴω 9 9 3 393. “ἡ 3 A Ν Po) A ὃ nm € 4 
κεῖσθαι οὐκ ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ, ἀλλὰ τὸν ἀδικοῦντα δεῖ ὑπάρχειν. 
Ἁ Q 4 “A 10 A θ ν 9 ε »’, ὃ ἴω 
8 8 περι μὲν οὖν TOV αὸοικεισθαι, OTL οὐχ ἐκούσιον, δῆλον. 20 
¥ > 4 ’ ὃ ,»ν ϑ A ’ ’ 9 
ἔτι δ᾽ ὧν προειλόμεθα δύ᾽ ἔστιν εἰπεῖν, πότερόν ποτ 
3 Aa e v4 A Α 9 δ δ ΜᾺ a ec yy ‘ 
ἀδικεῖ ὁ νείμας παρὰ THY ἀξίαν τὸ πλεῖον ἢ ὁ ἔχων, καὶ 
“Ὁ ‘ 
§9 εἰ ἔστιν αὐτὸν αὑτὸν ἀδικεῖν: εἰ yap ἐνδέχεται TO πρότερον 
9 wn 4 A 
λεχθὲν καὶ ὁ διανέμων ἀδικεῖ ἀλλ᾽ οὐχ 6 ἔχων τὸ πλέον, 
I ἀδικοῦντος) ἀδικοῦντός τινος H8M>QO>, δικαιοῦσθαι] δικαιοῦσθαι ἀδύνατον 
pb, 3 τὸ] τὸν M>Q. εἰδότα] elde? He. ᾧ] ὅ H8K>M>QN>%O>D, 4 
αὑτὸν] αὐτὸν ΝΡ, τ om. M>Q. 5 ἂν] αὖ Ha, καὶ] κὰν Kb, αὐτὸν» 
αὐτὸς ΚΌΙΊΡΟ. ἂν αὐτὸν ΟΡ, αὑτὸν] αὐτὸν Νῦ, ἔστι--- ἀδικεῖν} om. ΜΡ, 
6 &] om. Lo. ἕν τι H*NbO> Bekker. αὐτὸν] αὐτὸς L>, 7 αὑτὸν ἀδι- 
κεῖν)] αὐτὸν ἀδικεῖν Ν᾿, ἀδικεῖν αὐτόν OD. 9 dp0cs] ὀρθῶς K». τῷ] τὸ 
KbO>P», 10 καὶ dv] om. K>L>. Φ] ὃ H*M>Q et corr. L>. τὸ] 1}. 
om. ceteri. 11 οὖν] οὔ K>. δ᾽ οὐθεὶς] δ᾽ οὐδὲ εἷς KP, 12 dxparts] 
ἀκροατὴς ΚΡΓ 13 γὰρ] οπι. MPQ. 14 εἶναι σπουδαῖον] σπουδαϑον εἶναι ΟΡ, τε] 
ΚΡ, δὲ ceteri. ὃ οὐκ] οὐχ ἃ K> Bekker. 15 αὑτοῦ] αὐτοῦ H2@N?>, 16 
φησὶ] φυσὶ Q. 17 ἑκατόμβοι éxaroupid Ha. 18 ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ] ἐφ᾽ αὐτῶ O>, 
21 προειλόμεθα] προειλάμεθα K>, πότερόν wore] πότερόν τε Νῦ. 42 τὸ πλεῖον) 


πλέον K>, τὸ πλέον Ῥῦ, ἢ δ] om. K% 48 αὑτὸν] αὐτὸν ΝΡ, πρότερον] 
πότερον P>, 24 ἀδικεῖ] ἀδικεῖν Ο. ἔχων] ἑκὼν K>. πλέον] πλεῖον L>, 
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if there is not some one who ἀδικεῖ, nor δικαιοῦσθαι if there 
is not some one who δικαιοπρωγεῖ. α Now {τὸ ἀδικεῖν is 
simply τὸ βλάπτειν ἑκόντα twa, where by ἑκόντα is meant 
εἰδότα καὶ ὃν καὶ ᾧ καὶ ὥς, and the incontinent man ἑκὼν 
βλάπτει αὑτόν, ἃ man may ἑκὼν ἀδικεῖσθαι, and may ἀδικεῖν 
αὑτόν. (Whether a man can ἀδικεῖν αὑτόν, is another of the 
questions which we have to consider.) Again in consequence 
of ἀκρασία a man may ἑκών be harmed by another who is 
ἑκών, whence it will follow that a man may ἑκὼν ἀδικεῖσθαι. 
But is not this definition incorrect ? and should we not add 
to the words βλάπτειν εἰδότα καὶ ὃν καὶ @ Kai ὥς the words 
Tapa τὴν ἐκείνου BoiAnow? Thus a man may ἑκὼν βλαπ- 
τεσθαι and tadica πάσχειν, but no one can ἑκὼν ἀδικεῖσθαι : 
for no one βούλεται βλάπτεσθαι, not even the incontinent 
man, so that the incontinent man’s actions are contrary to his 
βούλησις, (for no one βούλεται what he does not think to be 
food, and the incontinent man does things which he does 
not think it right to do,) {and therefore, when the incontinent 
man under the influence of ἐπιθυμία does what he thinks 
wrong, the resistance of his βούλησις has ceased, and con- 
sequently he cannot be said ἀδικεῖσθαι Again one who 
gives what is his own, as Homer says Glaucus gave to 
Diomed ‘gold for bronze, a hundred beeves’ worth for the 
worth of nine’, οὐκ ἀδικεῖται : for to give is in his power, 
but ἀδικεῖσθαι is not, as [in order that he may ἀδικεῖσθαι) 
there must be an ἀδικῶν. Thus it is clear that ἀδικεῖσθαι is 
not voluntary. 

— _-+~*=Furthermore of the questions which we undertook to 
answer two remain to be discussed: (1) is it one who dis- 


tributes (or one who receives) more than the just proportion, 


who ἀδικεῖ ἢ and (2) can a man ἀδικεῖν avtov? [These 

questions appear to be connected :] for if the former of them 

is affirmed,—if it is the distributor, and not the recipient, of 
4—2 
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a e-m 4 a e€ # Ὄ 
εἴ τις πλέον ἑτέρῳ ἢ αὐτῷ νέμει εἰδὼς καὶ ἑκών, οὗτος 
᾿ »᾿ [2 *~ ‘ Ε 
αὐτὸς αὑτὸν ἀδικεῖ' ὅπερ δοκοῦσιν οἵ μέτριοι ποιεῖν" ὁ 
a 3 ~ ε fal 
yap ἐπιεικὴς ἐλαττωτικός ἐστιν. ἢ οὐδὲ τοῦτο ἁπλοῦν; 
ξ f 4 3 a > » 3 4 ἷ ι ὃ ᾿ Ἄ 
ἑτέρου γὰρ ἀγαθοῦ, εἰ ἔτυχεν, ἐπλεονέκτει, οἷον δόξης ἢ 
τοῦ ἁπλῶς καλοῦ. ἔτι λύεται κατὰ τὸν διορισμὸν τοῦ 5 
~ ΤᾺ, ῳ 
ἀδικεῖν: οὐθὲν γὰρ παρὰ τὴν αὑτοῦ πάσχει βούλησιν, wore 
οὐκ ἀδικεῖται διά γε τοῦτο, ἀλλ᾽ εἴπερ, βλάπτεται μόνον. 
gro φανερὸν δὲ ὅτι καὶ ὁ διανέμων ἀδικεῖ, ἀλλ᾽ οὐχ ὁ τὸ 
/; >’ ἡ 3 i τ Ν 10 ot ao »ν 5 ΕἼ 
πλέον ἔχων αεἴ' οὐ Yap ᾧ τὸ AdLKOY ὑπάρχει ἀδικεῖ, ἀλλ 
ἐν ; ἶ »" ~ * 
ᾧ TO ἑκόντα τοῦτο ποιεῖν" τοῦτο δ᾽ ὅθεν ἡ ἀρχὴ τῆς πρά- ro 
Y 3 > - 5 , 149 7 5 a he ea 
Eews, ἥ ἐστιν ἐν τῷ διανέμοντι ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ ἐν τῷ λαμβάνοντι 
8 [ἔτι] ἐπεὶ πολλαχῶς τὸ ποιεῖν λέγεται, καὶ ἔστιν ὡς τὰ 
¥ 2. , ε % ν 8) κ » Page 4 
ἄψυχα κτείνει καὶ ἡ χεὶρ Kal ὁ οἰκέτης ἐπιτάξαντος οὐκ 
νι - A : 
§ 12 ἀδικεῖ μέν, ποιεῖ δὲ τὰ ἄδικα. ἔτι εἰ μὲν ἀγνοῶν ἔκρινεν, 
᾿ EL ie ἢ hs Ν , 3 ¥ € P= 
οὐκ ἀδικεῖ κατὰ TO νομικὸν δίκαιον OVO ἄδικος ἡ κρίσις 15 
ee δ᾽ ε as ἐν εκ". 4 Sf 
ἐστίν, ἔστι δ᾽ ὡς ἄδικος" ἕτερον γὰρ TO νομικὸν δίκαιον 
Ν i .-Ὸ ia 1% * ¥ of . + 
καὶ TO πρῶτον' εἶ δὲ γινώσκων ἔκρινεν ἀδίκως, πλεονεκτεῖ 


81) καὶ αὐτὸς ἢ χάριτος ἢ τιμωρίας. ὥσπερ οὖν κἂν εἴ τις 
μερίσαιτο τοῦ ἀδικήματος, καὶ ὁ διὰ ταῦτα κρίνας ἀδίκως 
πλέον ἔχει καὶ γὰρ ἐπ᾿ ἐκείνων ὁ τὸν =) κρίνας οὐκ 10 
ἀγρὸν ἀλλ᾽ ἀργύριον ἔλαβεν. 

< πότερον δ᾽ ἐνδέχεται ἑαυτὸν ἀδικεῖν ἢ οὔ, φανερὸν ἐκ 
τῶν εἰρημένων. 


1 7s] τις δὲ LYMPQ. τις τὸ Ob, πλέον] πλεῖον ΟΡ, πλέον δὲ (sed δὲ 
postea erasum est) ῬΡ, ἑτέρῳ ἣ αὐτῷ] αὐτοῦ ἑτέρῳ ΚΟ. οὗτος] om. ΚΡΟΒ, 
ἃ αὐτὸς] om. N*, αὐτὸν] αὐτὸν ΝΡ, 44 ἢ] ἦ ΝΡ. 4 ἐπλεονέκτει] πλεονεκτεῖ 
ΚΡΙ.. καὶ τοῦ] τὸ Q. λύεται] λύεται καὶ O>(?) Bekker. 6 αὐτοῦ] αὐτοῦ 
ΚΌΓΡΟΡΡΡ, αὐτὴν H% 7 διά] dH. 8Β δὲ ὅτι καὶ] διότι καὶ KY. δὲ καὶ 
ὅτε HAM*QN*O? Bekker. 9 ἔχων] om. Ηδβ, del] ἀδικεῖ ΚΡ, ὑπάρχει 
ἔχω ὑπάρχει ΚΡ, 11 τῷ ante λαμβάνοντι] om. Ha, 12 ἐπεὶ] ef ΤΟΡΝΌΡΡ, 
13 κτείνει] κτείνῃ H®, κτήνη ῬΡ, κτείνει δὲ L>, ὁ] om. O*, οὐκ ἀδικεῖ 
μὲν] μὲν οὐκ ἀδικεῖ ΚΌΝΡΡΒ, 15. οὐκ ἀδικεῖ κατὰ τὸ νομικὸν δίκαιον] κατὰ τὸ 
νομικὸν δίκαιον οὐκ ἀδικεῖ ΜΡΌ. νομικὸν] νόμιμον ἩΞΜῬΟΡ, νομικὰν καὶ Nb 
16 ἐστὶν] om. 0», νομικὸν νύμιμον MPO, 18 κἂν] καὶ KY, 10 ἐκείνων 
ὁ] ἐκείνωι ἘΚ, ἐκείνω Pd, 9 88 14—16] vide supra, post r § 3. 0 17] 
vide supra, post 1 § 9. cap. 10] vide infra, post 11 § 9. a2 ἑαυτὸν ἀδικεῖν] 
ἀδικεῖν ἑαυτὸν MOQ. ἑαυτὸν ἀδικεῖν ἢ οὔ, φανερὸν ἐκ τῶν εἰρημένων] φανερὸν ἐκ 
τῶν εἰρημένων ἀδικεῖν ἑαυτὸν ἢ οὔ. ἮἨΜ", 
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τὸ πλέον, Who aduxet,—when a man knowingly and voluntarily 
distributes more to another than to himself, he ἀδικεῖ αὑτόν. 
(Modest men are thought to do this; thus the ἐπιεικής is one . 
who does not insist upon his right.) But does not this state- 
ment require qualification? For (1) it may be that [by 
assigning more to another than to himself] the distributor 
obtained a larger share of some other good, such as re- 
putation or τὸ ἁπλῶς καλόν ; [in which case he οὐκ ἀδικεῖ 
αὑτόν] : (2) the inference may be met by an appeal to the 
definition of ἀδικεῖν ; for the distributor suffers nothing con- 
trary to his own βούλησις, and therefore οὐκ ἀδικεῖται in 
consequence, but at most βλάπτεται. [Hence if it is decided 
that 6 νείμας παρὰ τὴν ἀξίαν τὸ πλεῖον, and not ὁ ἔχων, ἀδικεῖ, 
it does not necessarily follow that a man can ἀδικεῖν αὑτόν. 

That the distributor ἀδικεῖ; and that the recipient of τὸ 
πλέον does not do so in all cases, is clear: for it is not he 
who ἄδικον ποιεῖ, but he who ἑκὼν ποιεῖ τὸ ἄδικον, Who ἀδικεῖ ; 
that is to say, the one with whom the action originates, 
and the action originates not in the recipient but in the 
distributor: (for the word ποιεῖν is used in various senses, 
and there is a sense in which inanimate things are said to 
kill, and in which the hand or a slave acting under orders is 
said, not indeed ἀδικεῖν, but ποιεῖν τὰ adcxa.) 

Again, though if the distributor gave his judgment a- 
yvoav, he οὐκ ἀδικεῖ κατὰ τὸ νομικὸν δίκαιον, and his judg- 
ment is not ἄδικος, (except in a special sense, τὸ νομικὸν 
δίκαιον and τὸ πρῶτον δίκαιον being different things,) if he 
γινώσκων ἔκρινεν ἀδίκως, he πλεονεκτεῖ himself either in grati- 
tude or in revenge; and one who for the sake of gratitude 
or revenge ἀδίκως κρίνει, is just as much a πλεονέκτης as if he 
were to share the ἀδίκημα with the recipient, in which last 
case indeed the distributor who wrongfully assigns a piece 
of land receives not land but money. 

Whether it is possible for a man ἀδικεῖν ἑαυτόν or not, is 
clear from what has been said. For—Firstly, one class of 
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τὰ μὲν γάρ ἐστι τῶν δικαίων τὰ κατὰ πᾶσαν ἀρετὴν 
ὑπὸ τοῦ νόμου τεταγμένα, οἷον οὐ κελεύει ἀποκτιννύναι 
[Ὶ ‘| e # A δὲ .ς λ La 3 ᾿ - ¥ μὲ . 
$2 €avTOv O νόμος, A OE μὴ KEAEVEL, ἀπαγορεύει" ETL OTaV 
παρὰ τὸν νόμον βλάπτῃ (μὴ ἀντιβλάπτων) ἑκών, ἀδικεῖ, 
εν ye 3 ν ἃ ν ἣν eo. ἂν ἡ κ ε΄ ἐκ 
ἑκὼν δὲ ὁ εἰδὼς καὶ ὃν καὶ ᾧ' ὁ δὲ δ ὀργὴν ἑαυτὸν 
| # if a cael ὃ * 4 i 3 © ra : Ἂ 5 
σφάττων ἑκὼν τοῦτο Opa Tapa τὸν ὀρθὸν λόγον, ὃ οὐκ 
- fl ¥ . * 
83 ἐᾷ ὁ νόμος" ἀδικεῖ ἄρα. ἀλλὰ τίνα; ἢ THY πόλιν, αὐτὸν 
δ᾽ ΝΡ ε 4 Ν ba io " δ᾽ 70 e ΓΝ ὃ " 
οὗ; ἑκὼν γὰρ πάσχει, ἀδικεῖται δ᾽ οὐθεὶς ἑκών. διὸ 
, ~*~ al a 
καὶ ἡ πόλις ζημιοῖ, Kal τις ἀτιμία πρόσεστι τῷ ἑαυτὸν 
Ι ’ ξ x ᾽ 3 a 
διαφθείραντι ws THY πόλιν ἀδικοῦντι. 
ἃ ν "- ! 
$+ ἔτσι καθ᾽ ὃ ἄδικος ὁ μόνον ἀδικῶν καὶ μὴ ὅλως φαῦλος, 
ΝΕ ¥ 3 - c , a 4 ¥ > # 
οὐκ ἔστιν ἀδικῆσαι ἑαυτόν. (τοῦτο yap ἄλλο ἐκείνου" 
iv ’ [ ΕΣ ; εν 4 La ; ε ΓΞ 
ἔστι γάρ πως ὁ ἄδικος οὕτω πονηρὸς ὥσπερ ὁ δειλός, 
οὐχ ὡς ὅλην ἔχων τὴν πονηρίαν, ὥστ᾽ οὐδὲ κατὰ ταύτην 
» ~ ᾿ A 4 > 4 ἃ OP > a ~ ἢ 
ἀδικεῖ.) ἅμα yap TO αὐτὸ ἄν εἴη ἀφῃρῆσθαι καὶ mpoo- 
κεῖσθαι τῷ αὐτῷ, τοῦτο δὲ ἀδύνατον ἀλλ᾽ ἀεὶ ἐν πλείοσιν 
$s ἀνάγκη εἶναι τὸ δίκαιον καὶ τὸ ἄδικον. ἔτι δὲ ἑκούσιόν 


a3 , 5 ’ e . 2 ν 
τε Kal ἐκ προαιρέσεως, καὶ πρότερον" (ὁ yap διότι ἔπαθε 
4 5,5  * 4 & e * s Ὁ a * - > 4 ε ’ 
καὶ TO αὐτὸ ἀντιποιῶν οὐ δοκεῖ ἀδικεῖν") αὐτὸς δ᾽ ἑαυτόν, 
τὰ αὐτὰ ἅμα kal πάσχει καὶ ποιεῖ. ἔτι εἴη ἂν ἑκόντα 
86 ἀδικεῖσθαι. πρὸς δὲ τούτοις ἄνευ τῶν κατὰ μέρος ἀδι- 
a ; _ ΚΒ. ". ι ~ a 30 4 \ ‘= - » 
κημάτων οὐθεὶς ἀδικεῖ, μοιχεύει δ᾽ οὐδεὶς THY ἑαυτοῦ οὐδὲ 
τοιχωρυχεῖ τὸν ἑαυτοῦ τοῖχον οὐδὲ κλέπτει τὰ ἑαυτοῦ. 


I τὰ ante κατὰ] om. Ὁ, 4 ἀποκτιννύναι ἑαυτὸν] ἑαυτὸν ἀποκτιννύναι L>Ob, 
ἑαυτὸν ἀποκτενεῖν H°M”, ἑαυτὸν ἀποκτένειν Ὁ, ἀποκτενεῖν ἑαυτὸν Νῦ, 3 ἃ] ὃ 
Pp, κελεύει] κελεύῃ ΝΡ, 4 παρὰ] περὶ Ὁ, μὴ ἀντιβλάπτων) om. ῬΡ, 
5 ᾧ] ὡς H*M>N'P» et corr. ΚΡ, ὀργὴν] ὀργῇ P». ἑαυτὸν] αὐτὸν ΜΡ, 6 
ὀρθὸν] αὐτὸν ΚΡ, λόγον] νόμον H8M>QN*OE, 4 αὑτὸν] αὐτὸν ΜΌΝΡ, 
10 ἀδικοῦντι] ἀδικοῦντι ἢ αὑτὸν M°Q, 11 καθ᾽ ὁ] καθ᾽ ὅλου ΗΜ, μόνον] om, 
He, ὅλως] ἁπλῶς ΚΡΡΡ, ὅλοις ΗἩ", 12 ἔστιν ἀδικῆσαι] ἀδικήσει ΜΡΟ, 
ἑαυτὸν] αὐτὸν ἨΞΝ, 13 πὼ:] mos pr. N°. οὕτω] οὕτως P», [4 ταὐτην] 
τὴν αὐτὴν pr. ΝΡ, 15 ἀδικεῖ] ἀδικεῖ ἂν K>, τὸ αὐτὸ ἂν εἴη] 15. τῷ αὐτῷ 
ἂν εἴη ἨΜΌΟΝΡΟΡ, dv τῷ αὐτῷ εἴη KYP> Bekker. 16 τῷ αὐτῷ] τὸ αὐτὸ 
ΚΌΝΡΟΡΡυ Bekker. 18 ὁ] καὶ MQ. 19 adiceiy—enxovra] om. ΝΡ, δ᾽ 
ἑαυτὸν] δ᾽ αἰἱτὸν ΚΌΡΡ, δὲ αὐτὸν L». 20 τὰ αὐτὰ] ταὐτὰ ῬΡ, ταῦτα Kb, 
καὶ post dua] om. ΓΡΌΒΡΡ, 41 κατὰ] ἀνὰ ΜΡῬΟ, 22 ὃ] γὰρ ΜΡΌ. τὴν 
ἑαυτοῦ] τὴν ἑαυτοῦ γυναῖκα ἘΝ, 23 τοιχωρυχεῖ] τυχωρυχεῖ N>, τοῖχον] οἶκον 
Μ", ἑαυτοῦ] αὐτοῦ KPP», 
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δίκαια includes those acts in accordance with any virtue which 
are prescribed by law: for example, the law does not allow 
a man to commit suicide, and what the law does not allow, it 
forbids; and when a man βλάπτῃ in contravention of the law 
(except in retaliation) voluntarily, he ἀδικεῖ, and one who 
knows the person and the instrument acts voluntarily ; but he 
who stabs himself in a passion does it voluntarily in despite 
of right rule, and this the law does not permit: hence he ἀδικεῖ, 
But who is it whom he ἀδικεῖ is it not the state rather 
than himself? for he suffers voluntarily, and no one ἀδικεῖται 
voluntarily. Hence it is the state which exacts the penalty, 
and hence a certain loss of civil rights attaches to one who 
commits suicide, because it is the state which he ἀδικεῖ, 

Secondly, in the sense in which a man is ἄδικος who only 
ἀδικεῖ and is not universally bad, it is impossible for a man 
ἀδικῆσαι himself. (This case is distinct from the former; for 
the ἄδικος is vicious in the same sort of way as the coward, - 
not as exhibiting vice in general: so that [I must further 
show that] a man οὐκ ἀδικεῖ αὑτόν in this sense.) For (1) 
if he could, the same thing might have been subtracted 
from and added to the same thing simultaneously, which 
is impossible; in fact τὸ δίκαιον and τὸ ἄδικον always of 
necessity imply more than one person. Again (2) τὸ 
ἀδικεῖν is voluntary or deliberate, and aggressive,—one who, 
having suffered, retaliates on the same scale on which he 
has suffered not being considered aé:xety,—whilst if a man 
harms himself, he suffers and does the same things at the 
same time. Again (3) if a man could ἀδικεῖν ἑαυτόν, it 
would be possible for him ἀδικεῖσθαι voluntarily. Further- 
more (4) no one ἀδικεῖ without committing particular ἀδική- 
pata, and no one can commit adultery with his own 
wife, or burglary upon his own premises, or theft upon his 
own property. 
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‘| \ 3 - 4 
ὅλως δὲ λύεται τὸ ἑαυτὸν ἀδικεῖν κατὰ τὸν διορισμὸν 
τὸν περὶ τοῦ ἑκουσίως ἀδικεῖσθαι. 
τς, Ν᾿ 4 Se , Ἢ ᾿ ¥ 3 3 « 4 
$9 κατὰ μεταφορὰν δὲ Kat ὁμοιότητα ἔστιν οὐκ αὐτῷ πρὸς 
ad ~*~ 3 , 
αὑτὸν δίκαιον ἀλλὰ τῶν αὐτοῦ τισίν, οὐ πᾶν δὲ δίκαιον ἀλλὰ 
\ te ee , ’ῳ a - ᾿ 
τὸ δεσποτικὸν ἢ τὸ οἰκονομικόν" ἐν τούτοις γὰρ τοῖς λόγοις 
é ᾿ a ἂν # * es) \ 4 
διέστηκε TO λόγον ἔχον μέρος τῆς ψυχῆς πρὸς TO ἄλογον. 
εἰς ἃ δὴ βλέπουσι καὶ δοκεῖ εἶναι ἀδικία πρὸς αὑτόν, ὅτι 
[ἐν] τούτοις ἔστι πάσχειν τι παρὰ τὰς ἑαυτῶν ὀρέξεις" 
ὥσπερ οὖν ἄρχοντι καὶ ἀρχομένῳ εἶναι πρὸς ἄλληλα 
δίκαιόν τι καὶ τούτοις. > 
3 | 
683 «πῶς μὲν οὖν ἔχει τὸ ἀντιπεπονθὸς πρὸς TO δίκαιον, 
-) Fy 4 4 ἢ Ψ x a 9 a 
1O εἰρηται προτερον" > περι δὲ ἐπιεικείας καὶ τοῦ ἐπιεικους, 
πῶς ἔχει ἡ μὲν ἐπιείκεια πρὸς δικαιοσύνην τὸ δ᾽ ἐπι- 
' ral ἂν 
eukes πρὸς τὸ δίκαιον, ἐχόμενόν ἐστιν εἰπεῖν. οὔτε γὰρ 
e a on ἡ t Γ᾿ ¥ t ca Γι ᾿ # 
ὡς ταὐτὸν ἁπλῶς ovf ὡς ἕτερον τῷ γένει φαίνεται 
Ὶ ᾿ \ Ἶ 
σκοπουμένοις, καὶ ὁτὲ μὲν τὸ ἐπιεικὲς ἐπαινοῦμεν καὶ 
"» 5 4 γι μιν s 3 τὴ, 1, »¥ 3 - 
ἄνδρα τὸν τοιοῦτον, ὦστε καὶ ἐπὶ τὰ ἄλλα ἐπαινοῦντες 
# * ΓΗ͂Ν & *~ 4 4 # Ἐν 
μεταφέρομεν ἀντὶ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ, τὸ ἐπιεικέστερον ὅτι βέλτιον 
δηλοῦντες" ὁτὲ δὲ τῷ λόγῳ ἀκολουθοῦσι φαΐνεται ἄτοπον 
εἰ τὸ ἐπιεικὲς παρὰ τὸ δίκαιόν τι ὃν ἐπαινετόν ἐστιν" ἢ 
Ἐν we S09 A 3 é + Sy 
yap τὸ δίκαιον ov σπουδαῖον ἢ τὸ ἐπιεικές, [ov δίκαιον, 
> Κῃ{ὶ wy χα i κ 5 a > + > ε a : 
εἰ ἀλλο' ἢ εἰ audw σπουδαῖα, ταὐτὸν ἐστιν. ἢ μὲν οὖν 
ἀπορία σχεδὸν συμβαίνει διὰ ταῦτα περὶ τὸ ἐπιεικές, ἔχει 
δ᾽ ἅπαντα τρόπον τινὰ ὀρθῶς καὶ οὐθὲν ὑπεναντίον ἑαυτοῖς" 
᾿ ets ee ὦ» 1 4 ,» ~ 
τό τε yap ἐπιεικὲς δικαίον τινὸς dv βέλτιόν ἐστι δίκαιον, 
καὶ οὐχ ὡς ἄλλο τι γένος ὃν βέλτιόν ἐστι τοῦ δικαίου. 


1 ἑαυτὸν] αὐτὸν ἸΡῬΡ, κατὰ] καὶ κατὰ K>. τι 88 7, 8] vide supra, post 5 
Β 18. 3 οὐκ αὐτῷ] οὐχ αὐτῶι ΚΡΜΡΟΟΡ, οὐκ αὐτοῦ LY. οὐχ αὑτὸς Ha, 
4 αὐτὸν] αὐτὸν ἩΡΚΡΝΡ, τῶν αὐτοῦ] τὸν ἑαυτοῦ. Ὁ. δὲ] om. H'. 6 μέρος 
τῆς ψυχῆς] τῆς ψυχῆς μέρος 15, τῆς ψυχῆς (omisso pépos) ΚΡ, " καὶ] om. 
LPO, αὐτὸν] αὐτὸν KhMbN?, 8 παρὰ] περὶ LY. It πῶς μὲν οὖν---πρό- 
τερον} 6 § 3 traieci. οὖν] suprascr. ΜΡ, om. Ὁ, 12 περὶ de—€fts] cap. τὸ 
traieci. émvecxelas] ἐπιεικείας πρὸς δικαιοσύνην ΚΡ, 16 ὁτὲ] οὔτε K®, 20 
ἐστιν" ἢ γὰρ] ἔστι γὰρ KY. 41 ἐπιεικὲς οὐ] ἐπιεικὸς ἘΠ", ov δίκαιον ef] om. 
Nb, 12 εἰ ἄλλο] εἶναι ἄλλο ΚΡ, ἢ ἄλλο PP. ~~ εἰ ante ἄμφω] om. H%. ταῦ- 
τὸν] om, ΚΡ, 13 ἔχει] ἔχοι Ὁ. 24. τρόπον τινα] τινα τρόπον Ph, χκ bp] 
om. ΝΡ, 26 ὃν] om. ΚΡ, ἐστι] om. (5, τοῦ] om. Ὁ, 
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And in general, the question ‘Can a man ἀδικεῖν éavtcv?’ 
is resolved by our determination in regard to the question 
‘Can a man ἑκουσίως abixetoOar?’ 

Nevertheless κατὰ μεταφορὰν καὶ ὁμοιότητα there is a 
δίκαιον not between a man and himself, but between certain 
parts of him; yet not every δίκαιον, but only τὸ δεσποτικόν 
or τὸ οἰκονομικὸν δίκαιον : for in these discussions the rational 
and irrational parts of the ψυχή are distinguished.’ This 
distinction leads men to suppose that there is an ἀδικία 
towards oneself, because these parts may suffer something 
contrary to their respective inclinations, so that they may 
have a sort of δίκαιον with one another like that between 


ruler and subject. 
How ἀντιπεπονθός is related to τὸ δίκαιον has been stated 


before: I have next to speak of ἐπιείκεια and τὸ ἐπιεικές, 
and to show how ἐπεείκεια is related to δικαιοσύνη and 
τὸ ἐπιεικές to τὸ δίκαιον: for on examination it appears 
that they are neither absolutely identical nor generically 
different ; and though sometimes we praise τὸ ἐπιεικές and 
the ἐπιεικής, (so that we even apply the word eulogisti- 
cally to other things in place of the word ὠγαθόν, meaning 
by ἐπιεικέστερον simply βέλτιον.) sometimes if we think about 
it, it seems strange that τὸ ἐπιεικές, being something other 
than τὸ δίκαιον, should be praised; for (1) if δίκαιον and 
ἐπιεικές are different, either δίκαιον or ἐπιεικές is not good, 
or (2) if both are good, they are identical. 

These then are I think the considerations from which 
the difficulty in regard to τὸ ἐπιεικές arises: nevertheless all 
of them are in a manner right and not inconsistent: for τὸ 
ἐπιεικές is better than one sort of δίκαιον, being a δίκαιον 
itself; it is not as a different kind of thing that it is 
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ταὐτὸν dpa δίκαιον καὶ ἐπιεικές, καὶ ἀμφοῖν σπουδαίοιν 
$3 ὄντοιν κρεῖττον τὸ ἐπιεικές. ποιεῖ δὲ τὴν ἀπορίαν ὅτι τὸ 
9 4‘ δί , > bj 4 ‘ ale 1 3 3 
ἐπιεικὲς δίκαιον μέν ἐστιν, οὐ τὸ κατὰ νόμον δέ, ἀλλ 
et ’ , Γ Γ ἣν ε 4 ᾿ 
$4 ἐπανόρθωμα νομίμου δικαίου. αἴτιον δ᾽ ὅτι ὁ μὲν νόμος 
θ # - : Ἀ 2 κὶ δ᾽ 3 be a *~ ΕἸ *~ 
καθόλου πᾶς, περὶ ἐνίων οὐχ οἷόν τε ὀρθῶς εἰπεῖν 58 
- 3 re a a # Ν 3 ΄- ¥ a 
καθόλου. ἐν οἷς οὖν ἀνάγκη μὲν εἰπεῖν καθόλου, μὴ 
δ, δὲ 3 θῶ ᾿ Ἀ ε > 4 » 1 ta ¥ € * 
οἷόν τε δὲ ὀρθώς, τὸ ws ἐπὶ TO πλέον λαμβάνει ὁ νόμος, 
a 9 * i [1 % μὴ am 4 εν 
οὐκ ἀγνοῶν τὸ ἁμαρτανόμενον. καὶ ἔστιν οὐδὲν ἧττον 
ὀρθῶς: τὸ γὰρ ἁμάρτημα οὐκ ἐν τῷ νόμῳ οὐδ᾽ ἐν τῷ 
’ Ἀν, 3} 3 κι ᾿ -- ’ 4» "ἣν 
νομοθέτῃ ἀλλ᾽ ἐν τῇ φύσει τοῦ πράγματός ἐστιν' εὐθὺς το 
4 st ee ~ ~ Ci 9 ’ - > ’ 
ξ5γαρ τοιαύτη ἢ τῶν πρακτῶν vAn ἐστὶν. oTav οὖν λέγῃ 
ὲν Ε ᾿ θόλ ' Ῥὰ δ᾽ + | é ‘ ‘ 
μὲν ὁ νόμος καθόλου, συμβῇ ὃ ἐπὶ τούτου παρὰ τὸ 
"wae ? 3 5 ¥ π' ε , * 
καθόλου, τότε ὀρθῶς ἔγχει, ἡ παραλείπει ὁ νομοθέτης καὶ 
Ψ € Γι 5 ΠῚ] ΕἾ () - 4 2) θέ, a a 
ἥμαρτεν ἁπλῶς εἰπών, ἐπανορθοῦν τὸ ἐλλειφθέν, 6 Kav 
ε ? | Ἂ ; 3 Κα μ 5 ¥ f 
ὁ νομοθέτης αὐτὸς ἄν εἶπεν ἐκεῖ παρών, καὶ εἰ ἥδει, 15 
ΕἸ obér ἃ ΝΙΝ δὴ » ἃ ᾿ Ly wigs 
86 ἐνομοθέτησεν av. διὸ δίκαιον μέν ἐστι, καὶ βέλτιόν τινος 
δικαίου, οὐ τοῦ ἁπλῶς δὲ ἀλλὰ τοῦ διὰ τὸ ἁπλῶς ἅμαρ- 


¥ 


, _¥ ε , ε ma 3 “ 
τήματος. Kal ἔστιν αὕτη ἡ φύσις ἢ TOU ἐπιεικοῦς, 
ἐπανόρθωμα νόμου ἧ ἐλλείπει διὰ τὸ καθόλον. τοῦτο 
γὰρ αἴτιον καὶ τοῦ μὴ πάντα κατὰ νόμον εἶναι, ὅτι :ο 
περὶ ἐνίων ἀδύνατον θέσθαι νόμον, wate ψηφίσματος δεῖ. 
ῬᾺ ι Ψ ε J 
$7700 yap ἀορίστου ἀόριστος καὶ ὁ κανών ἐστιν, ὥσπερ 
1 κα Η ὃ ~ e λί ὃ » hl] μ 
καὶ τῆς Λεσβΐας οἰκοδομῆς ὁ μολίβδινος κανών" πρὸς yap 


1: ταὐτὸν] τὸ αὐτὸ ΝΡΌΡ., ἀμφοῖν] γὰρ ἀμῴφῶν H®M'Q. σπουδαίοιν ὄντοιν) 
σπουδαίων ὄντων Kb, 3 τὸ ante κατὰ] om. ΗΠ ΜΌΌΟΘν, 4 νομίμου δικαίου 
δικαίου νομίμου KOLYN>, 5 δ' post ἐνίων] om. ΝΡ, ὀρθῶς εἰπεῖν] εἰπεῖν ὀρθῶς 
L», 6 ἐν οἷς οὖν ἀνάγκη μὲν] ἀνάγκη μὲν οὖν (omissis ἐν ols) ΜΡΏ. τὰ post 
ἐπὶ] om. 1.". πλέον] πλεῖον K>O>P», 9 ὀρθῶς] ὀρθὸν Ἠδ, ὀρθὸς MQ. 
ἁμάρτημα] ἁμάρτημα μὲν He, τῷ νόμῳ] τοῖς νόμοις He", 10 ἐστιν post 
 pdryparos | om, Ob, 11 τοιαύτῃ ἢ τῶν πρακτῶν ὕλη] ἡ τῶν πρακτῶν ὕλῃ τοι- 
αὐτὴ H@M>QN?, πρακτῶν] πρακτέων KY. πραγμάτων M>QP», λέγῃ] Ἀέγοι 
Q. 11 τούτου] τούτω L®M*Q. τούτοις NPObP», παρα] om. M>Q, 14 
κἀν] καὶ MQ. ~—s15, ards] οὕτως NbP>. αὐτὸς οὕτως LYO> Bekker. dv) om, 
K+, εἶπεν] KD, εἴποι ceteri et Bekker. ἐκεῖ] om. ΚΡ, poe] ἤδη ἘΚ ΟΣ, 
16 ἂν post ἐνομοθέτησεν} om. ἩΚΎΜΡΟΟΡ, δίκαιον] καὶ δίκαιον Ὁ, 17 τὸ] 
τὰ H*® τοῦ M*Q. 19 νόμου] τοῦ νόμου N%, 20 εἶναι] om. Ν, 21 ἐνίων] 
τινων ΚΡ, ἐνίων τινῶν ῬΡ, ψηφίσματος] ψηφίσματα ΝΡ, 13 AcoSlas] 
AcoBelas Ἠκ, οἰκοδομῆς] οἰκοδομίας ΚΌΡΡ, μολίβδινο:] μολύβδινος LON*PS, 
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better than τὸ δίκαιον. Hence δίκαιον and ἐπιεικές are 
identical, and whereas both are good, τὸ ἐπιεικές is the better. 
The reason of the ἀπορία is that though τὸ ἐπιεικές is δίκαιον, 
it is not legal δίκαιον, but a rectification of it: and this 
distinction is due to the fact that law is always a general 
statement, whilst there are some cases for which it is not 
possible to provide in a statement which is general. Hence 
where it is necessary to speak in general terms, but impossible 
to do so correctly, the law considers the majority of cases, 
though it is not ignorant of the element of error. And it 
is not wrong in so doing: for the error is not in the law 
nor in the lawgiver but in the nature of the case, the 
matter of action being necessarily of this incalculable kind. 
Hence when the law speaks in general terms, and a case 
arises upon it which is not included in the general rule, it 
is right in such a case, where the lawgiver’s provision is 
defective or erroneous in consequence of its generality, to 
rectify the defect by deciding as the lawgiver himself would 
do if he were with us, and as he would have done in legis- 
lating had he known the circumstances. Wherefore τὸ ἐπιεικές 
is δίκαιον, and better than one sort of δίκαιον, that is, not 
better than the general statement of δίκαιον but better than 
the erroneous decision to which its generality leads. Thus 
τὸ ἐπιεικές iS a correction of law where it fails by reason of 
its generality. Indeed this is the reason why all things are 
not determined by law, viz. that there are some cases for 
which it is impossible to lay down laws, so that special or- 
dinances become necessary: for where the thing to be 
measured is indefinite the rule is indefinite also, as for ex- 
ample the leaden rule which is used in Lesbian architecture : 


60 H@IKON NIKOMAXEION. E. 


TO σχῆμα Tov λίθον μετακινεῖται Kal οὐ μένει ὁ κανων, 
A A ? δ A} vd , Ν Φ 9 “N A 
§8 καὶ TO ψήφισμα πρὸς τὰ πράγματα. τὶ μὲν ον ἐστὶ TO 
9 ig , 9 ’ A ’ a , on 
ἐπιεικές, καὶ ὅτι δίκαιον, καὶ τίνος βέλτιον δικαίου, δῆλον. 
\ \ , ε δ 
φανερὸν δ᾽ ἐκ τούτου καὶ ὁ ἐπιεικὴς τίς ἐστιν ὁ γὰρ τῶν 
Ἁ ε A 
τοιούτων προαιρετικὸς καὶ πρακτικός, καὶ ὁ μὴ ἀκριβο- 
Ld 2 AN δ A > > 5 , [4 » b! 
δίκαιος ἐπὶ τὸ χεῖρον ἀλλ᾽ ἐλαττωτικός, καίπερ ἔχων TOV 
’ ’ 9 4 > A εν 9 9 a 
νόμον βοηθόν, ἐπιεικής ἐστι, καὶ ἡ ἕξις αὕτη ἐπιείκεια, 
Φ 9 
δικαιοσύνη τις οὖσα καὶ οὐχ ἑτέρα τις ἕξις. 
᾿ Ν ‘ > , \ A ¥ ‘ 3 aA 
11§10 περὶ μὲν οὖν δικαιοσύνης καὶ τῶν ἄλλων ἡθικών 
ἀρετῶν διωρίσθω τὸν τρόπον τοῦτον. 


3 ὅτι] τί τὸ HAMPQNDPY, ,, Gante γὰρ] ὅς ΚΡΓ τώ»] om. ΝΡ. δ ὁ μὴ] 
μή ὁ Ha, μὴ (omisso ὁ) M>Q. 6 καίπερ ἔχων] καὶ περιέχων Μδ. τὸ» 
καὶ τὸν Ha, 11 88 1—6, 9] vide supra, post 9 § 13. 11 88 7, 8] vide supra, 
post 5 § 18. 9 τῶν ἄλλων] τῶν ἄλλων τῶν H2KPN>O>P) Bekker, ἠθικῶν} 
om. H4M>Q. 
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as the leaden rule is not rigid but adapts itself to the 
form of the stone, even so the special ordinance adapts itself 
to the circumstances of the case. 

Thus we see what τὸ ἐπιεικές is, as well as that it is 
δίκαιον, and what sort of δίκαιον it is to which it is superior, 
And from this it is plain also what the ἐπιεικής is: one who 
deliberately chooses and does what is ἐπιευκές, one who does 
not stand upon his rights wrongfully but puts up with a 
smaller share though the law is on his side, is ἐπιεικής, 
and the ἕξις thus indicated is ἐπιείκεια, which is a sort of 
δικαιοσύνη, not a different ἕξις. 

__ So much may be said by way of description of δικαιο- 
σύνη and the rest of the moral virtues. 


i's ati 


NOTES. 


[In quoting the V. 2., the Z. Z., and the 7. M. I have given the chapters 
and sections of Bekker’s Oxford Edition (1837): in quoting the olitics and the 
Rhetoric 1 have given the chapter, the page, and the line of Bekker’s small Berlin 
Editions (1855 and 1843 respectively): with these exceptions all references are to 
the large Berlin Edition.] 


181. περὶ δὲ δικαιοσύνης, x.7.A.] In this sentence the questions 
to be considered in the first half of the book are concisely stated. 
Cf. 5 §§ 17—19, where the author recapitulates the results thus far 
attained, and declares that the questions proposed at the outset have 
been adequately answered. 


§ 2. μέθοδον] The ‘method’ comprises the enumeration of the 
views entertained by the vulgar and by individuals in regard to the 
subject discussed, the criticism of those views, and the development 
of an original theory based upon the preliminary investigation. This 
process, ‘‘ which, when performed between two disputants, Aristotle 
calls dsalectic debate,” is opposed to the strictly “didactic _and_de- 
monstrative procedure: wherein the teacher lays down principles 
which he requires the learner to admit, and then deduces from them, 
by syllogisms constructed in regular form, consequences indisputably 
binding on all who have admitted the principles.” Grote’s Aristotle 
I. 67, 68: see also 1. 300 sqq., 378 sqq. The method above de- 
scnbed, for which we are prepared in WV. £. 1. 4 § 4, 8 8 6, pervades 
both the Nicomachean and the Eudemian treatise, though it may be 
thought perhaps that its steps are more precisely discriminated in the 
latter. Cf WV. £. vit. =. £. vi. 1 ὃ § δεῖ δ᾽, ὥσπερ ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων, 
τιθέντας τὰ φαινόμενα καὶ πρῶτον διαπορήσαντας οὕτω δεικνύναι μάλιστα 
μὲν πάντα τὰ ἔνδοξα περὶ ταῦτα τὰ πάθη, εἰ δὲ μή, τὰ πλεῖστα καὶ κυριώ- 
tata’ ἐὰν γὰρ λύηταί τε τὰ δυσχερῆ καὶ καταλείπηται τὰ ἔνδοξα, Sedery- 


hive dy cig ἱκανῶς. 
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§ 3. mpaxrixoi] ‘Muretus vertit profensi ad agendum, cum 
reliqui vertant affi vel idonei.” Zell. From a comparison of Z. £. 
1. 1 § 23 and 1. 5 § τ it would appear that these two possible mean- 
ings are here to be combined. Cf. et. 1. 9. p. 30. 4. Hence the 
words καὶ ἀφ᾽ ἧς δικαιοπραγοῦσι καὶ βούλονται τὰ δίκαια are to be re- 
garded as an explanation of ad’ ἧς πρακτικοὶ τῶν δικαίων εἰσί, The 
definition hich these words form a part is only a rough, popular 

efinition temporarily and provisionally accepted (διὸ καὶ ἡμῖν πρῶταν 
ὡς ἐν τύπῳ ὑποκείσθω ταῦτα. Cf § §17, where in recapitulating his 
results the author is careful to introduce the phrase κατὰ προαίρεσιν, 
by which his own definition is distinguished from the popular one 
of the present _passage. Thus the use here of the word βούλονται 
(“cf. Plat. Gorg. 460 8,0," Fritzsche) instead of the Aristotelian 
προαιροῦνται is quite appropriate, not, as has been suggested, an 
Eudemian inaccuracy. 


9 88 14—16.] On the position of these sections (and of 9 § 17 
which I have introduced after § 9 of the present chapter) see Intro- 
duction, On dislocations in the text. 


δοῦναι τῇ χειρὶ τὸ ἀργύριον] The remark in which these words 
occur applies to virtuous actions as well a as to vik to vicious ones. A vir- 


tuous action does not necessarily imply a virtu a virtuous ἕξις, any more 
than a vicious action a vicious ἕξις. The example alleged is a liberal 
action which does not necessarily proceed from ἐλευθερία. Williams 
translates ‘‘to actually deliver a bribe,” supposing that vicious actions 
only are exemplified. 

oot ἔχοντας] Cf. WV. 5. τι. 3 8 3. ‘It is not easy, nor does it 
rest with ourselves at a given time to do a particular act in a given 
ἕξις, because time and practice are necessary to the attainment of the 
ἕξις in question, whether virtuous or vicious.’ So Mich. Ephes. 
χρόνου yap χρεία καὶ συνασκήσεως Kal μαθήσεως πρὸς τὴν τῶν ἕξεων 


Ὁ 815. οὐδὲν οἴονται σοφὸν εἶναι]. For the phraseology cf. Afe. 
I. 2. p. 982. a. 10, a place which also resembles the present passage 
in being part of a collection of ὑπολήψεις or popular notions. 

ἀλλὰ πὼς πραττόμενα καὶ πὼς νεμόμενα] On the accentuation of 
the indefinite πώς when it is used emphatically see Schwegler on 
Met, 111. 4 ὃ 42. 

τοῦτο δὲ πλέον ἔργον ἢ τὰ ὑγιεινὰ εἰδέναι] 1. 6. the knowledge of 
δίκαια is more difficult of attainment than that of νόμιμα, just as the 
knowledge of τὰ iarpixd is more difficult of attainment than that of 
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(what Plato calls) τὰ πρὸ ἰατρικῆς. This is somewhat curtly ex- 
pressed in the statement that ‘to know δίκαια is more difficult than 
to know τὰ tyewa.’ In other words, he who depends upon law for 
his conception of what is just, no more knows what is just than the 
apprentice knows surgery, if he understands the application of reme- 
dies, but does not know when they are to be applied. Zell appo- 
sitely cites A, MZ. τι. 3 ὃ 5sqq., g.v. See also WV. £. x. g § 21 and 
Plat. Phaedr. 268 Β, Ὁ. 269 A. 

πῶς δεῖ νεῖμαι) Dependent upon εἰδέναι repeated from the pre- 
ceding clause. 

9 § 16. δ αὐτὸ δὲ τοῦτο] Sc. ore ἐφ᾽ ἑαυτοῖς οἴονται εἶναι τὸ 
ἀδικεῖν, the fundamental error which lies at the root of all the miscon- 
ceptions discussed in 9 §§ 14—16. 

τοῦ dixatov] The δίκαιος here spoken of is the man of universal 
justice: hence the notion, that τοῦ δικαίου ἐστὶν οὐθὲν ἧττον τὸ ἀδικεῖν, 
is tested in the case of ὁ ἀνδρεῖος as well as in that of ὁ δίκαιος, the 
man of particular justice. 

οὐθὲν ἧττον τὸ ἀδικεῖν] Sc, 7 τὸ δικαιοπραγεῖν. Mich. Ephes, and 
the Paraphrast however supply τοῦ ἀδίκου. 

ἀλλὰ τὸ δειλαίνειν, κι τ. λ.} For the form of the sentence cf. 
g§ 15 ici GAN ov ταῦτ᾽ ἐστί, K.7.A. 

ἀλλὰ τὸ wo] S8i= larpixds, or as the Paraphrast puts it, ἕξιν 
ἰατρικὴν ἔχοντα: cf. NV. £. π᾿. 4 § 1, » eae ἂν τις, πῶς λέγομεν 
ὅτι δεῖ τὰ μὲν δίκαια πράττοντας δικαίους γίνεσθαι, τὰ δὲ σώφρονα σώ- 
φρονας" εἰ γὰρ πράττουσι τὰ δίκαια καὶ τὰ σώφρονα, ἤδη εἰσὶ δίκαιοι καὶ 
σώφρονες, ὥσπερ εἰ τὰ γραμματικὰ καὶ τὰ μουσικά, γραμματικοὶ καὶ 
μουσικοί. ἢ οὐδ᾽ ἐπὶ τῶν τεχνῶν οὕτως ἔχει; ἐνδέχεται γὰρ γραμματικόν 
τι ποιῆσαι καὶ ἀπὸ τύχης καὶ ἄλλου ὑποθεμένου. τύτε οὖν ἔσται ypap-_ 
ματικός, ἐὰν καὶ γραμματικόν τι ποιήσῃ καὶ γραμματικῶς" τοῦτο δ᾽ ἐστὶ 
τὸ κατὰ τὴν ἐν αὐτῷ γραμματικήν. 

1§ 4. οὐδὲ γὰρ τὸν αὐτόν, κιτιλ A reference to this doctrine 
seems appropriate, if not necessary, after the last of the sections 
which I have interpolated from ch. 9. This was felt by Mich. Ephes,, 
who says in his comment upon 9 ὃ 16 εἰ δὲ τὸ ἀπὸ ἕξεως ἀδίκου τὰ 
ἄδικα ποιεῖν τὸ ἀδικεῖν ἐστίν, οὐ μόνον ov bio τ τῷ δικαίρ ἀδικεῖν 
ἀλλὰ καὶ ἀδύνατον, ὡς γὰρ εἶπεν ἀρχόμενος τοῦ βιβλίου, αἱ μὲν ἐπι- 
στῆμαι τῶν ἐναντίων εἰσὶν οὐκέτι δὲ καὶ ai ἕξεις. The passage before us 
may be paraphrased as follows : ‘the δίκαιος cannot ἀδικεῖν, because he 
has not got the appropriate ἕξις : for although an ἐπιστήμῃ or a 
δύναμις (i.e. the δύναμις μετὰ λόγου of Ae. Ix. 2. p. 1046. ὅ. 2) in- 
cludes τὰ ἐναντία (and therefore, as we shall see, ἐναντίαι ἕξεις), ἃ 
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given ἕξις does not enable its possessor to conform to the contrary 
ἕξις ; for example, the healthy man cannot do what is characteristic 
of ill-health (ἀπὸ τῆς ὑγιείας ov πράττεται τὰ ἐναντία, ἀλλὰ τὰ ὑγιεινὰ 
μόνον). ‘That the knowledge of a thing includes the knowledge of 
its contrary is a Platonic maxim: cf. Plat. Phaed. 97 Ὁ ἐκ δὲ δὴ 
τοῦ λόγου τούτον οὐδὲν ἄλλο σκοπεῖν προσήκειν ἀνθρώπῳ καὶ περὶ 
αὐτοῦ καὶ περὶ τῶν ἄλλων, ἀλλ᾽ ἢ τὸ ἄριστον καὶ τὸ βέλτιστον. ἀναγ- 
καῖον δὲ εἶναι τὸν αὐτὸν τοῦτον καὶ τὸ χεῖρον εἰδέναι" τὴν αὐτὴν γὰρ 
εἶναι ἐπιστήμην περὶ αὐτῶν, and Charm. τ66 Ε. The doctrine is re- 
ferred to by Aristotle, “μας, Pr. τ. p. 48. 6. 4. τ. p. 50. 4. 19. Il. p. 
69.4.9. ‘The opinion that justice implies its contrary, as if it were 
an art,” says Grant, “would be a consequence of the Socratic 
doctrine that justice is knowledge. Plato saw what this doctrine led 
to and drew out the paradoxical conclusion, Repub. p. 334 A. Hipp. 
Min. pp. 375, 6. The Aristotelian theory that justice is a moral 
state (ἕξις) sets the difficulty at rest.” 

δυνάμεων] With the Aristotelian use of this word cf. Plato’s trans- 
itional employment of it in Polit. 304 D sqq. 

ἕξις δ᾽ ἡ ἐναντία τῶν ἐναντίων οὔ] Rassow (Forschungen Ὁ. 95) after 
Muretus reads ἕξις δ᾽ ἡ αὐτή ; Spengel (on εξ 11. 19) ἕξις δ᾽ ἣ ἐναντία. 
I cannot see that any alteration is necessary. See Translation. 


§ 5. πολλάκις μὲν οὖν, κιτ.λ.] ‘It follows from what has been 
said that, though one of two contrary ἕξεις does not give the power 
of doing acts characteristic of the other, the knowledge of one ἕξις 
includes the knowledge of the other. Furthermore, ἕξεις may be 
known from their ὑποκείμενα. These statements are introduced as 
corollaries of the doctrine of § 4, whilst they materially promote the 
argument by justifying the joint and simultaneous consideration of 
δικαιοσύνη, ἀδικία, δίκαιον, ἄδικον. 

ἀπὸ τῶν ὑποκειμένων “As we might say ‘from its facts,’ the 
ὑποκείμενα being the singular instances in which a general notion is 
manifested. The meaning is, that τὰ δίκαια are to δικαιοσύνη as 
good symptoms are to good health.” Grant. It would appear how- 
ever from the statement subsequently made—that “τὸ εὐεκτικόν is τὸ 
ποιητικὸν πυκνότητος ἐν Gapxi’—that τὰ ὑποκείμενα include not 
merely manifestations and symptoms of the ἕξις in question, but also 
its 3 Causes and conditions. In fact the ὑποκείμενα of ὑγίεια (to take a 
particular example) are τὰ ὑγιεινά in the various kindred senses of 
φυλακτικά, ποιητικά, σημαντικά, and δεκτικὰ τῆς ὑγιείας. For these 
senses of ὑγιεινά cf. Me¢. 111. 2. p. 1003. a. 34. X. 3. Pp. 1061. a. 5. 


J. | 7 5 
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Top. 1. 15. p. 106. 5. 35. The word ὑποκείμενα is similarly used to 
mean “res singulas notioni j subjectas * (Bonitz) in 72: τ. 2. p. 982. 
@. 23. In order to avoid i including ‘ things which produce good con- 
dition’ amongst the ὑποκείμενα of εὐεξία, Zell, after Muretus, takes 
evextixa tO mean “corpora ipsa bene habita.” See however the 
passage which Zell himself quotes for another purpose from Zo/. v. 
7. Pp. 137. G 3 οἷον ἐπεὶ ὁμοίως ἔχει ἰατρός τε πρὸς τὸ ποιητικὸς 
ὑγιείας εἶναι καὶ γυμναστὴς (not the athlete, but the trainer) πρὸς τὸ 
ποιητικὸς εὐεξίας, x.t.4., whence it would a appear that τὸ ποιητικὸν 


πυκνότητος ἐν σαρκί ἜΝ, therefore τὸ ὁ εὐεκτικόν) is that which_pro- 
duces εὐεξία, not that which ibits it. 
ἐάν τε yap ἡ εὐεξία, «.7.A.] Cf. Polit. vil. (v.) 8. p. 210. 3 εἴπερ 


ἔχομεν δι᾽ ὧν φθείρονται ai πολιτεῖαι, ἔχομεν καὶ δι’ ὧν σώζονται " 
τῶν γὰρ ἐναντίων τἀναντία ποιητικά, φθορὰ δὲ σωτηρίᾳ ἐναντίον. See 
also Polit, ντπι. (V.) 11. p. 223. 17. Here as in other places τὲ γάρ 
means no more than γάρ or καὶ yop: see Shilleto on Demosth. / Z. 
391 (critical note), and Berlin Index s.v. τές (Cf. xX. 7 § 2, where the 
editors, not understanding this use of τὲ yap, have placed a comma, 
instead of a full stop, after ὁτιοῦν to the destruction of the argument. 
Rassow’s Forschungen p. 134.) Of course εὐεξία must not be con- 
founded with ὑγιεία : εὐεξία is “bona corporis habitudo,” not “bona 
constitutio”: see Zell. 


§ 6. ws ἐπὶ τὸ πολύ] This qualifying phrase is introduced to meet 
such cases as that of φιλεῖν, which in the sense of τοῖς χείλεσιν ἀσπά- 
ζεσθαι has no correlative: cf. Zop. 1. 15. p. 106. 5. 2, quoted by 
“Mich. Ephes. On πολλάκις above. 

εἰ τὸ δίκαιον, καὶ τὸ ἄδικον καὶ ἡ adixia] So Lb: ΚΡ Pb read εἰ 
τὸ ἄδικον καὶ ἡ ἀδικία : ἨΔ ΜῈ ΝΡ ΟΡ εἰ τὸ δίκαιον καὶ τὸ ἄδικον. 
This last reading is adopted by Bekker. But in ὃ αὶ it has been 
stated (1) that 1f we know one of two ἐναντίαι ἕξεις we can infer the 
other, and (2) that if we know τὰ ὑποκείμενα we can infer the cor- 
responding ἕξις, and the example derived from γυμναστική (cf. 
11 ὃ 7) is framed accordingly. It would seem then that the 
statement of § 6 has reference to both pairs of correlatives, and 
therefore that we should prefer the reading of L», which unites 
that of K> P> on the one hand and that of the remaining MSS. on 
the other. For an application of the principle here laid down cf. 

0 Polit. vi. (ν.) 9: Pe 314. 4 εἰ yap μὴ ταὐτὸν τὸ δίκαιον Kata πάσας 
tas πολιτείας, ἀνάγκη καὶ τῆς δικαιοσύνης εἶναι διαφοράς. 


§ 7. λανθάνε) The subject to λανθάνει is 7 ὁμωνυμία (‘the equi- 
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vocation ’) supplied from. τὴν ὁμωνυμίαν (‘the equivocal uses’): cf. 
the words immediately following—«xal οὐχ ὥσπερ ἐπὶ τῶν πόρρω δήλη 
μᾶλλον [sc. ἐστὶν ἡ ὁμωνυμία]. See also: Zop. vi. p. 139. ὦ. 28 
AavOavovens τῆς ὁμωνυμίας. Anal. Post. τι. p. 97. ὅ. 30 at ὁμωνυμίαι 
λανθάνουσι μᾶλλον. For dia τὸ σύνεγγυς εἶναι τὴν ὁμωνυμίαν cf. 
Phys. Vil. 4. Ρ. 240. @ 23 εἰσί τε τῶν ὁμωνυμιῶν ai μὲν πολὺ ἀπέ- 
χουσαι, ai δὲ ἔχουσαί τινα ὁμοιότητα, αἱ δ᾽ ἐγγὺς ἢ γένει ἢ ἀναλογίᾳ, 
διὸ οὐ δοκοῦσιν ὁμωνυμίαι εἶναι οὖσαι. For the words καὶ οὐχ ὥσπερ, 
k.t.4., constructed independently of the preceding clause with a 
finite verb of their own, viz. ἐστί understood, cf. Plat. Hfis¢. vit. 
333A ἕτοιμον yap εἶναι τούτων γενομένων πολὺ μᾶλλον δουλώσασθαι Kap- 
χηδονίους τῆς ἐπὶ Τέλωνος αὐτοῖς γενομένης δουλείας, ἀλλ᾽ οὐχ ὥσπερ νῦν 
τοὐναντίον ὃ πατὴρ αὐτοῦ φόρον ἐτάξατο φέρειν τοῖς βαρβάροις, and 
other places quoted by Heindorf on Gorg. 522 A, and in the Index 
of the Berlin Aristotle. The words δήλη μᾶλλον, which Spengel 
would transpose, seem to me to be rightly rendered by Grant “ com- 
paratively plain.” 

κλείς] Cf. de spiritu Ὁ. 484. ὁ. 21 ἔτι δὲ παρὰ ταῦτ᾽ ἐπὶ συναφῆς καὶ 
συγκλείσεως χάριν, οἷον ἡ κλείς " ὅθεν ἴσως καὶ τοὔνομα. 


§ 8. καὶ ὁ ἄνισος] These words, which after Trendelenburg I 
have bracketed, but which Bekker retains, cannot be said to destroy 
the sense, as they might be taken as an explanation of ὁ πλεονέκτης. 
But they are certainly awkward, especially as the same idea is intro- 
duced with a justificatory explanation in ὃ 11. See Trendelenburg’s 
Liistorische Bettrage zur Philosophie τι. 354. I conceive that the 
scribe, not seeing that the word πλεονέκτης suggested ἴσος as its 
correlative, bridged the apparent gap by anticipating § 11. 


§ 9. περὶ ὅσα εὐτυχία καὶ ἀτυχία] Lue, τὰ ἐκτὸς ἀγαθά: cf. Polit. 
Iv. (ὑπ) I. P. 95. 16 ἐπεὶ καὶ τὴν εὐτυχίαν τῆς εὐδαιμονίας διὰ ταῦτ᾽ 
ἀναγκαῖον ἑτέραν εἶναι" τῶν μὲν γὰρ ἐκτὸς ἀγαθῶν τῆς ψυχῆς αἴτιον Tav- 
τόματον καὶ ἢ τύχη, δίκαιος δ᾽ οὐδεὶς οὐδὲ σώφρων ἀπὸ τύχης οὐδὲ διὰ τὴν 
τύχην ἐστίν. 

ἃ ἐστὶ μὲν ἁπλῶς ἀεὶ ἀγαθά, τινὶ δ᾽ οὐκ det] WV. 2.1. 3 8 3 τοιαύτην δέ 
τινα πλάνην ἔχει καὶ τἀγαθὰ διὰ τὸ πολλοῖς συμβαίνειν βλάβας ἀπ᾽ αὐτῶν" 
ἤδη γάρ τινες ἀπώλοντο διὰ πλοῦτον, ἕτεροι δὲ δι᾿ ἀνδρείαν. Cf. Plat. Men. 
88 a 5664. The ἁπλῶς eyed: et are ἀγαθά to the T ROWS, NV. EL. 484 
εἰ S¢ δὴ ταῦτα μὴ ἀρέσκει, ἄρα paréov ἁπλῶς μὲν καὶ kar ἀλήθειαν 
βονλητὸν εἶναι τἀγαθὸν ἑκάστῳ δὲ τὸ φαινόμενον; τῷ μὲν οὖν σπουδαίῳ 
τὸ κατ᾽ ἀλήθειαν εἶναι τῷ δὲ φαύλῳ τὸ τυχόν, ὥσπερ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν σωμάτων 
τοῖς μὲν εὖ διακειμένοις ὑγιεινά ἐστι τὰ κατ᾽ ἀλήθειαν τοιαῦτα ὄντα, τοῖς 


5—2 
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δ᾽ ἐπινόσοις ἕτερα. Polit. τν. (ν11.) 13. p. 117. 12 καὶ γὰρ τοῖτο 
διώρισται κατὰ τοὺς ἠθικοὺς λόγους, ὅτι τοιοῦτός ἐστιν O σπουδαῖος, ᾧ διὰ 
τὴν ἀρετὴν ἀγαθά ἐστι τὰ ἁπλῶς ἀγαθά. M. M. τι. 3 § 7, 8 ὡς δ᾽ 

φ εν ν Α φ e “A xa ε “ 3 “ , ¢€@ 3 8 x ε 
αὕτως ὁ ἄδικος ὅτι μὲν οὖν ἁπλῶς καὶ ἢ τυραννὶς ἀγαθὸν καὶ ἡ ἀρχὴ καὶ ἡ 
ἐξουσία, οἶδεν" ἀλλ᾽ εἰ αὐτῷ ἀγαθὸν ἢ μή, ἣ πότε, ἢ πῶς διακειμένῳ, οὐκέτι 
οἶδεν. τοῦτο δ᾽ ἐστὶ μάλιστα τῆς φρονήσεως, ὥστε τῷ ἀδίκῳ οὐ παρακο- 
λουθεῖ ἡ φρόνησις. αἱρεῖται γὰρ τἀγαθά, ὑπὲρ ὧν ἀδικεῖ, τὰ ἁπλῶς ἀγαθά, 

> QA en ? ’ « A “A 4 ε > “ e “a a 4 ld 8 «A 
οὐ τὰ αὐτῷ ἀγαθά. ὁ yap πλοῦτος καὶ ἡ ἀρχὴ ἁπλῶς μὲν ἀγαθόν, αὐτῷ 
μέντοι ἴσως οὐκ ἀγαθόν" εὐπορήσας γὰρ καὶ ἄρξας πολλὰ κακὰ αὐτὸς ἑαυτῷ 
ποιήσει καὶ τοῖς φίλοις" οὐ γὰρ δυνήσεται ἀρχῇ ὀρθῶς χρήσασθαι. See 
also 15. £. 11.1 87. Polit. τν. (vu.) 1. p. 94. 29. 


9 ὃ 17. ἔστι δὲ τὰ δίκαια, κιτ.λ.] See Introduction, On dislocations 
in the text. ‘ Particular justice subsists among those who are liable, 
but not certain, to misuse the goods of fortune’; 1. 6. among ordinary 
mortals, not on the one hand amongst the gods, nor on the other 
hand amongst the θηριώδεις of V. 25. vi. 5. So Polit. τ. 2. p. 3. 16 
καὶ ὁ ἄπολις διὰ φύσιν καὶ οὐ διὰ τύχην ἥτοι φαῦλός ἐστιν 7 κρείττων 
ἢ ἄνθρωπος. p. 4. 8 ὁ δὲ μὴ δυνάμενος κοινωνεῖν, ἢ μηθὲν δεόμενος δὲ 
αὐτάρκειαν, οὐθὲν μέρος πόλεως, ὥστε ἢ θηρίον 7 θεός. 

ὑπερβολὴν καὶ ἔλλειψι»] If the words ἐν τούτοις omitted by K> Lb 
are retained, either the clause must be construed as though it were 
ἐν οἷς δ᾽ ἔχουσι (sc. τὰ ἁπλῶς ἀγαθα) ὑπερβολὴν καὶ ἔλλειψιν, or ἐν 
τούτοις must be taken here and in the preceding clause in different 
senses. For the subaudition of the relative οἵ from the preceding οἷς 
see Madvig’s Greek Syntax ὃ 104. For the sentiment cf. Polit. iv. 
(VII.) I. p. 94. 29 τὰ μὲν yap ἐκτὸς ἔχει πέρας ὥσπερ ὄργανόν te πᾶν 
(πέρας Bernays) δὲ τὸ χρήσιμόν ἐστιν᾽ ὧν (ὥστε Bernays) τὴν ὑπερβολὴν 
ἢ βλάπτειν ἀναγκαῖον ἢ μηθὲν ὄφελος εἶναι αὐτῶν τοῖς ἔχουσιν. 

dia τοῦτ᾽ ἀνθρώπινόν éorw] At present ἐστίν has no evident sub- 
ject. Should we read διὸ instead of Su? Susemihl (Bursian’s 
Jahresbericht 1876, p. 278) points out that this alteration was sug- 
gested by Zwinger. 


18 10. ὁ 8 ἄδικος οὐκ ἀεί, «7.A.] Cf 3 δὲ 15, 16. Polit. vi. 
(v.) 2. p. 196. 19. 

§ 11. καὶ wapavopos—adixias| Bekker rejects this sentence. 1 
have contented myself with bracketing the words ἡ παρανομία ἥτοι 
ἡ ἀνισότης, which are obviously interpolated. So Fritzsche. Bekker 


is mistaken in saying that after κοινόν H? and ΝΡ give τὸ yap ἄνισον 
μ᾿} A ’ ‘ x, # 
έχει τὸ πλέον καὶ τὸ ἔλαττον. 


§ 12. ἦν] The reference is to 8 8. 
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πάντα τὰ νόμιμά ἐστί πως δίκαια] Even of κατὰ tas παρεκβεβηκνίας 
πολιτείας νόμοι, which are ἁπλῶς οὐ δίκαιοι (Pols. ττ1. 11. p. 78. 7), are 
πὼς δίκαιοι. 


§ 13. ἢ τοῦ κοινῇ συμφέροντος, κιτ.λ.}] Spengel proposes to omit 
either ἢ rots ἀρίστοις Or κατ᾽ ἀρετὴν ἢ. Rassow is certainly right in 
preferring to omit 4 τοῖς ἀρίστοις, and probably right in reading ἢ κατ᾽ 
ἀρετήν; vide Crit.comment. The laws which aim at τοῦ κοινῇ συμφέ. 
ροντος πᾶσιν are those of the ὀρθαὶ πολιτεῖαι, i in W which the government 
ig administered by the e one, the few, or the 1 many, , with a view to the 
common good: the laws which aim at τοῦ τοῖς κυρίοις “συμφέροντος 
ατῷ those of the παρεκβάσεις, in which the governing class regards 
only its own interest. Polit. ul. 7. p. 69. 22 ἐπεὶ δὲ πολιτεία μὲν 
καὶ πολίτευμα σημαίνει ταὐτόν, πολίτευμα δ᾽ ἐστὶ τὸ κύριον τῶν πόλεων, 
ἀνάγκη δ᾽ εἶναι κύριον ἢ ἕνα ἢ ὀλίγους ἢ τοὺς πολλούς, ὅταν μὲν ὁ εἷς ἢ οἱ 
ὀλίγοι ἢ of πολλοὶ πρὸς τὸ κοινὸν συμφέρον ἄρχωσι, ταύτας μὲν ὀρθὰς 
ἀναγκαῖον εἶναι τὰς πολιτείας, τὰς δὲ πρὸς τὸ ἴδιον ἢ τοῦ ἑνὸς ἢ τῶν 
ὀλίγων ἢ τοῦ πλήθους παρεκβάσεις. The words ἢ κατ᾽ ἀρετὴν ἢ κατ᾽ 
ἄλλον τινὰ τρόπον τοιοῦτον indicate the different principles which in 

different states determine the possession of political power. Polit. . 
VI. (Iv.) 8. p. 159. 15 δοκεῖ δὲ ἀριστοκρατία μὲν εἶναι μάλιστα τὸ τὰς 
τιμὰς νενεμῆσθαι κατ᾽ ἀρετήν" ἀριστοκρατίας μὲν γὰρ ὅρος ἀρετή, ὀλιγαρ- 
Χίας δὲ πλοῦτος, δήμου δ᾽ ἐλευθερία. For the general sentiment cf. ὃ 17 
and VIII. 9 § 4.10§ 2, See Rassow’s Forschungen pp. 76, 77; whence 
this note is in the main derived. 7 

ὥστε ἕνα μὲν τρόπον δίκαια, κιτ.λ.] ‘So that in one sense we call 
that just which produces and preserves happiness and its parts. But 
the law also prescribes the doing of acts characteristic of the several 
virtues’: cf. 2 §§ 10, 11 where νόμιμα which promote virtue through 
education are distinguished from νόμιμα which enforce the different 
virtues. 

§ 14. ta κατὰ tas ἄλλας ἀρετάς] The article, which Rassow 
(Forschungen p. 60) restores on the authority of L>, though peters 
not indispensable, is certainly an improvement. 


§ 15. ἐν δὲ δικαιοσύνῃ, κιτ.λ.] Theogn. 147. Fritzsche quotes Polit, 
111. 13. Ὁ. 80, 13 κοινωνικὴν γὰρ ἀρετὴν εἶναί φαμεν τὴν δικαιοσύνην, 7 
“πάσας ἀναγκαῖον ἀκολουθεῖν τὰς . ἄλλας. 

τελεία δ᾽ ἐστίν, κιτ.λ.}] Bekker after the MSS. reads καὶ τελεία 
μάλιστα ἀρετή, ὅτι τῆς τελείας ἀρετῆς χρῆσίς ἐστιν. τελεία δ᾽ ἐστίν, ὅτι 
ὃ ἔχων, «7.4. But from the opening words of this 8, as well as from 
the argument generally, it is clear that the phrase πρὸς ἕτερον does 
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not explain τελεία, but differentiates δικαιοσύνη from τελεία ἀρετὴ 
ἁπλῶς, This being so, it follows that the words ὅτι τῆς τελείας ἀρετῆς 
χρῆσίς ἐστιν do not justify the statement καὶ τελεία μάλιστα ἀρετή, and 
that the words ὅτι ὁ ἔχων αὐτήν, x.7.A. do not justify the statement τελεία 
δ᾽ ἐστίν. Trendelenburg (Bettrage 11. 356) substitutes ore τελεία τῆς 
ἀρετῆς χρῆῇσίς ἐστιν for ὅτι τῆς τελείας ἀρετῆς χρῆσίς ἐστίν, whilst Ueber- 
weg (Grundriss 1. 189) inserts τελεία after χρῆσίς ἐστι, supposing the 
word to have been dropped in consequence of its occurrence at the 
beginning of the next sentence. I presume that they agree in under- 
standing ἡ χρῆσις with τελεία δ᾽ ἐστίν, otherwise they have not met 
the dificalis raised at the outset of this note. Now this subaudition 
appears to me excessively awkward, especially as αὐτήν seems to 
indicate that ἡ δικαιοσύνη is the subject of τελεία δ᾽ ἐστίν. I con- 
jecture therefore that either τελεία in τελεία δ᾽ ἐστίν, ὅτι, «7.4. has 
taken the place of κρατίστη, or that καὶ τελεία μάλιστα and τελεία δ᾽ 
ἐστίν have been transposed. In either case the sentences succeeding 
the proverbial hexameter amplify and explain the statements already 
made, that justice is ἀρετὴ τελεία, and that it is κρατίστη τῶν ἀρετῶν. 
On the whole I am in favour of the second of the above alternatives, 
and have altered the text accordingly. The sentence τελεία δ᾽ ἐστὶν 
ἀρετὴ ὅτι τῆς τελείας ἀρετῆς χρῆσίς ἐστιν is thus a justification of the 
statement that αὕτη ἡ δικαιοσύνη ἀρετή ἐστι τελεία, whilst the sen- 
tence καὶ τελεία μάλιστα ὅτι ὁ ἔχων αὐτήν, κιτιλ. repeats in a more 
definite form the substance of the sentence καὶ διὰ τοῦτο πολλάκις, 
«.t.4. In other words, this sort of justice is (1) τῆς τελείας ἀρετῆς 
χρῆσις, (2) πρὸς ἕτερον, and therefore not only (1) τελεία, but also 
(2) τελεία padiora. The statement in 2 ὃ 10, that ἡ κατὰ τὴν ὅλην 
ἀρετὴν τεταγμένη δικαιοσύνῃ is τῆς ὅλης ἀρετῆς χρῆσις πρὸς ἄλλον, Shows 
clearly what is meant by τελεία ἀρετή, Cf. Rhet. 1. 9. p. 29. 30 
ἀνάγκη δὲ μεγίστας εἶναι ἀρετὰς tas τοῖς ἄλλοις χρησιμωτάτας, εἴπερ 
ἐστὶν ἢ ἀρετὴ δύναμις εὐεργετική. διὰ τοῦτο τοὺς δικαίους καὶ ἀνδρείους 
μάλιστα τιμῶσιν' ἡἡ μὲν γὰρ ἐν πολέμῳ ἡ δὲ καὶ ἐν εἰρήνη χρήσιμος 
ἄλλοις. The phrase ὅτι τῆς τελείας ἀρετῆς χρῆσίς ἐστιν [sc. ἡ δικαιο- 
ovvy] is strange, since χρῆσις is almost equivalent to ἐνέργεια (Beriin 
Index, 5. V.), and a és can hardly be identified with an ἐνέργεια : 

. but οὗ 2 αὶ το, quoted above. Apparently in this place δικαιοσίνῃ is 
‘the practice of the virtue, not the virtue itself, Anstotle would hardly 
have expressed himself so loosely. For the sentiment cf. Podi#. rv. 
(vil.) 2. p. 97. 9 ἐφ᾽ ἑκάστης yap ἀρετῆς οὐκ εἶναι πράξεις μᾶλλον 
tuis ἰδιώταις ἢ τοῖς τὰ Kowa πράττουσι καὶ πολιτευομένοις. 


$16. ἀρχῃ ἄνδρα δείξει] The editors quote Soph. dad. 175. 
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8 17. ἀλλότριον ἀγαθόν] Plat. Rep. 343 c. 

ἢ κοινωνῷ] Bekker is mistaken in saying that H® ΝΡ read κοινῷ. 
On the strength of Bekker’s statement Michelet admits this reading 
into his text, commenting thus: “ἢ ἄρχοντι ἢ κοινῷ referendum est ad 
duplex civitatum genus, quod Aristoteles Polit. 111. 7 exponit...Kowwve 
non esset diversum ab ἄρχοντι, cum ii, penes quos summa imperii 
est, participes sint civitatis (κοινωνοῦσι τῆς πόλεως) A nobis stat 
Michael Ephesius.” ‘The alteration is unnecessary. The words ἢ 
ἄρχοντι ἢ κοινωνῷ may be paraphrased : ‘either that of the governing 
class in the case of a παρεκβεβηκυῖα πολιτεία, or that of his fellow- 
citizens in the case of a πολιτεία ὀρθή. See note on § 13. Michelet’s 
reference to the Latin translation of Mich. Ephes. (“si populus ad- 
ministret, relpublicae”) is not justified by the Greek original of the 
commentary. 


§ 18, ὁ καὶ πρὸς αὐτὸν καὶ πρὸς τοὺς φίλου] The first καὶ means 
‘even’i.e. ‘not merely towards his neighbour but’; not ‘both,’ because 
friends are looked upon as part of the man himself (πρὸς δὲ τὸν φίλον 
ἔχειν ὥσπερ πρὸς ἑαυτόν, ἔστι γὰρ ὁ φίλος ἄλλος αὐτός IX. 4 ὃ 5), and 
therefore cannot be identified with the ἕτερος. See Rassow’s .207- 
schungen Ὁ. 61. Notel (Quaest. Aristot. Spec. p. 10) would omit 
the first καὶ and the second πρός. 

ἀλλ᾽ ὁ πρὸς ἕτερον] So Rassow 1. c. with the countenance of 


H? N> O>. Bekker with. the remaining MSS. omits the article. 


§ 19. ὅλη ἀρετή] This seems to be an Eudemian phrase: cf. 
45. .τι. τ ὃ 14 ἡ τούτου ἀρετὴ οὐκ ἔστι μόριον τῆς ὅλης ἀρετῆς. 


§ 20. ἔστι μὲν γάρ, κιτ.λ.] Cf. de anima 1. 12. Ὁ. 424. ὦ. 25. 1Π|. 
2. Ῥ. 425. ὅ. 25. p. 427. a. 7. de somntis 1. p. 459. a. 15. 2. WV. νι. 8 
§ 1 (all quoted by Trendelenburg, Zectrdge 11. 356), as well as the 
references in the Berlin Index, 5. Vv. εἶναι Ὁ. 221. a 50. Trendelen- 
burg is most certainly nght in taking ἁπλῶς, not (as Bekker takes it) 
with ἀρετή, but with τοιάδε éfis: ““ Inwiefern sich jene Gesinnung und 
Fertigkeit (és), welche dem Gesetz iiberhaupt angemessen ist, auf 
einen Andern bezieht, ist sie Gerechtigkeit; inwiefern sie eine solche 
Gesinnung und Fertigkeit schlechthin ist, Tugend. Das ἁπλῶς steht 
dem πρὸς ἕτερον entgegen, wie p. 1129. ὦ. 26 αὕτη μὲν οὖν ἡ δικαιο- 
σύνη ἀρετὴ μέν ἐστι τελεία, ἀλλ᾽ οὐχ ἁπλῶς ἀλλὰ πρὸς ἕτερον. Stainde 
ἁπλῶς nicht dabei, so lage in τοιάδε ἕξις moglicher Weise πρὸς ἕτερον 
rit.” 


2§ 1. τὴν ἐν μέρει ἀρετῆς δικαιοσύνην----ἀδικίας τῆς Kata μέρος] For 
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the equivalence of ἐν μέρει and κατὰ μέρος see Waitz Organ. 1. 375, 
and Eucken uber den Sprachgcbrauch des A. τι. p. 24 Sq. 


§§ 2—5. Notel, supposing these δὲ to contain three distinct argu- 
ments,—the second (§ 4) and the third (§ 5) being introduced by the 
word ért,—remarks that the third argument (§ 5) is identical with the 
first (§§ 2, 3): “Si quid uideo aliud nihil his uerbis (ἔτι περὶ μὲν τἄλλα, 
x.7.A.) efficitur, nisi lucri cupiditatis non proprium esse nomen, sed 
idem, quod ipsius est improbitatis universae. Quid uero? Nonne 
id iam prima argumentatione satis atque abunde dictum est? Aliam 
uero sententiam ex istis uerbis equidem elicere non possum. Atque 
51 ipsa uocabula diligentius inspicimus, uidemus exempla, quae hoc 
loco usurpantur, iam omnia in eis, quae praecedunt, exstare.” Quaest. 
Aristot. Spec. p. 11. He proposes to meet the difficulty by excising 
the third argument (§ 5). I think that this measure is unnecessary. 
The author wishes to establish two propositions: (1) that there is 
such a thing as partial or particular injustice, (2) that its motive is 
gain. ‘The first of these propositions is proved in § 2, and affirmed 
in § 3. The ἔτι at the beginning of § 4 introduces the second of the 
two propositions, which is proved in § 4, and affirmed in the words 
δῆλον ἄρα ὅτι διὰ τὸ κερδαίνειν. Finally the argument of § 2 is restated 
in ὃ 5, with the substitution of the emphatic words εἰ δ᾽ ἐκέρδανεν for 
ὅταν δὲ πλεονεκτῇ, SO as to mark both points simultaneously. If this 
interpretation is the true one, it is clearly unnecessary to read with 
Spengel (Aristot. Stud. 1. 40) δῆλον γὰρ ὅτι in place of δῆλον dpa ὅτι. 

§ 6. συνώνυμοι]͵ Both ἢ ὅλη ἀδικία and κα ἐν μέρει ἀδικία. are 
πονηρία πρὸς ἕτερον ; hence the word ἀδικία is used, in reference to the 
ἕξεις in question, συνώνδμως, not éuovduus. See Trendelenburg’s ZZem. 
Log. Aristot. p. 116. 

§ 7. παρὰ τὴν ὅλην ἀρετήν] So the MSS.: but cf. § 6 ὥστε φανερὸν 
ὅτι ἔστι τις ἀδικία παρὰ THY ὅλην ἄλλη ἐν μέρει, and ὃ το ἡ μὲν οὖν κατὰ 
τὴν ὅλην ἀρετὴν τεταγμένη δικαιοσύνη καὶ ἀδικία; whence it would 
appear that the phrases admissible are (1) παρὰ τὴν ὅλην δικαιοσύνην, 
and (2) παρὰ τὴν κατὰ τὴν ὅλην ἀρετὴν τεταγμένην. Hence I should 
like with Spengel (who also suspects ἀρετῆς in 2 ὃ 1) to expunge 
ἀρετήν. 

89. ἐπεὶ δὲ τὸ ἄνισον καὶ τὸ πλέον οὐ ταὐτὸν ἀλλ᾽ ἕτερον ὡς 
μέρος πρὸς ὅλον (τὸ μὲν γὰρ πλέον ἅπαν ἄνισον, τὸ δ᾽ ἄνισον οὐ 
πᾶν πλέον), καὶ τὸ ἄδικον καὶ ἡ ἀδικία οὐ ταὐτὰ ἀλλ᾽ ἕτερα ἐκείνων, τὰ 
μὲν ὡς μέρη τὰ δ᾽ ὡς ὅλα’ μέρος γὰρ αὕτη ἡ ἀδικία τῆς ὅλης ἀδικίας, ὁμοίως 
δὲ καὶ ἡ δικαιοσύνη τῆς δικαιοσύνης. ὥστε καὶ περὶ τῆς ἐν μέρει δικαιο- 
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σύνης καὶ περὶ τῆς ἐν μέρει ἀδικίας λεκτέον, κιτιλ. So reads Bekker. 
In a paper in the ὥομγπαὶ of Philology 1872, τν. 318, I propased 
with Spengel to omit the parenthetical sentence τὸ μὲν γὰρ πλέον 
ἅπαν ἄνισον, τὸ δ᾽ ἄνισον οὗ πᾶν πλέον, understanding after ταὐτόν, τῷ 
παρανόμῳ, and after ἕτερον, τοῦ παρανόμου. ‘This mode of treating 
the passage seemed at least better than that adopted by Mich. Ephes., 
whose note runs thus: ἐξ avadoyou twos δείκνυσι τὴν διαφορὰν τῆς τε 
μερικῆς ἀδικίας Kal τῆς ὅλης ἀδικίας Kal τῆς μερικῆς δικαιοσύνης καὶ τῆς 
ὅλης, δυνάμει λέγων, ὡς τὸ πλέον πρὺς τὸ ἄνισον οὕτως ἢ) μερικὴ δικαιο- 
σύνη πρὸς τὴν ὅλην δικαιοσύνην. On further consideration however I 
have come to the conclusion that Trendelenburg is certainly right in 
accepting the correction of Muretus—érei δὲ τὸ ἄνισον καὶ τὸ παρά- 
νόμον ov ταὐτὸν ἀλλ᾽ ἕτερον ὡς μέρος πρὸς ὅλον’ τὸ μὲν γὰρ ἄνισον 
ἅπαν παράνομον, τὸ δὲ παράνομον οὐχ ἅπαν ἄνισον" καὶ τὸ ἄδικον, 
κιτιλ, Indeed it would seem that this reading, which gives a perfect 
sense, has just as much support in the MSS. as the nonsense which 
has been preferred to it. If I am not mistaken P? has retained 
intact or almost intact a double reading from which the other MSS. 
have weriously. diverged. The text in this MS. is as follows ἐπεὶ δὲ 
τὸ ἄνισον Kal τὸ ποράνομον [=Asor] οὐ ταὐτὸν ἀλλ᾽ ἕτερον ὡς μέρος πρὸς 
ὅλον" τὸ μὲν γὰρ ἄνισον ἅπαν παράνομον τὸ δὲ παράνομον οὐχ ἅπαν 
ἄνισον' [τὸ μὲν γὰρ πλέον ἅπαν ἄνισον τὸ δ᾽ ἄνισον οὐ πᾶν πλέον" καὶ To 
ἄδικον, «7.4. The words which I have enclosed in brackets are 
clearly second readings. Now ΚΡ retains both readings in the first 
clause, but in the parenthetical sentence which follows exhibits only 
the second of the two readings. On the other hand M? giving 
only the second reading, and O> hesitating between the first and 
second readings in the first clause, agree in retaining the double 
reading in the second clause, but differ in the words by which the 
two readings are connected. L> and ΝΡ however consistently 
prefer the second reading in both clauses, and this consistency has 
secured to their text a preference to which it was not entitled by its 
merits. The inferior MSS. which I have had an opportunity of 
consulting exhibit similar varieties of text. Thus Par. 1853, 2023, 
Ambros. H. 113, and the New College MS., have the first reading 
in the first clause, the double reading in the second: Par. 1856, 
2024, have the first reading in the first clause, the second in the 
second; the translatio vetus has with unimportant deviations the 
second reading in the first clause, both readings in the second: Par. 
1417, 1355, Ambros. B. 95, ἃ. 86, have the second reading in both 
clauses: finally whereas Par. 1852 has the first reading in the first 





74 [NICOMACHEAN] ETHICS Vv. 2 §§ 9—12. 


- Clause, and the second in the second, and Ambros. A 62 has the 
second reading in both clauses, these two MSS. agree in the absurd 
confusion τὸ μὲν yap ἄνισον ἅπαν ἄνισον. I conceive then that all 
our MSS. are based upon a MS. which had the double reading, and 
I have no hesitation in preferring in both clauses the first reading 
to the second, since (1) the distinction between the two kinds of 
justice depends, not upon the distinction between ἄνισον and πλέον, 
but upon that between παράνομον and ἄνισον in which πλέον is 
included, and (2) Bekker’s reading 15 after all inconsistent with itself, 
as τὸ ἄνισον and τὸ πλέον are related to one another, not ws μέρος 
πρὸς ὅλον, but ὡς ὅλον πρὸς μέρος. In the foregoing statement of 
the readings it has not been mentioned that, instead of ws μέρος πρὸς 
ὅλον, ΚΡ gives ὡς μέρος καὶ πρὸς ὅλον. As καὶ is manifestly super- 
fluous, it would seem that here again we have a double reading. If 
so, all the extant MSS. are derived from one in which the text ran 
thus: ἐπεὶ δὲ τὸ ἄνισον καὶ τὸ παράνομον [πλέον] οὐ ταὐτὸν ἀλλ᾽ ἕτερον 
ὡς μέρος καὶ [πρὸς] cAov’ τὸ μὲν γὰρ ἄνισον ἅπαν παράνομον τὸ δὲ 
παράνομον οὐκ ἅπαν ἄνισον: [τὸ μὲν γὰρ πλέον ἅπαν ἄνισον τὸ δ᾽ 
ἄνισον οὐ πᾶν πλέον] καὶ τὸ ἄδικον, κιτ.λ. 

wore] I have removed the full stop which Bekker places after 
δικαιοσύνης, as wore Clearly introduces the apodosis of the sentences 
which precede. 


8 10. διοριστέον)Ἱ]λΗ Rassow (Forschungen, p. 93) conjectures adopt- 
στέον. 

σχεδὸν γάρ, κιτ.λ.] Universal δίκαια and αδικα, being respec- 
tively τὰ νόμιμα and τὰ παράνομα, may be ascertained by a reference 
to the particular virtues and vices: for, as we have seen in 1 §§ 13, 
14, law is concerned (1) with the direct encouragement of the 
particular virtues which together make. up universal virtue, and the 
direct discouragement of the particular vices which together make up 
universal vice, and (2) with the indirect encouragement of the par- 
ticular virtues, and the indirect discouragement of .the particular 
vices, by means of educational enactments. 


δ 11. περὶ παιδείαν τὴν πρὸς τὸ κοινόν) The education which fits a 
‘man to perform his duties as citizen of a particular state. 

περὶ δὲ τῆς καθ᾽ ἕκαστον, κιτ.λ:] ‘Whether it is the business of 
πολιτική or Of some other science to provide that education which 
makes the individual a good man, must be determined hereafter.’ 
That there is a difference between the education which produces a 
good citizen, and that which produces a good man, follows from the 
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doctrine, enunciated here in anticipation of Po/i#, 111. 4. Ὁ. 63. καὶ sqq., 
that the virtue of the good man and the virtue of the perfect citizen 
are not in every case (παντί) identical. In Polit. 11. 6. p. 67. 21 
Aristotle says more precisely that in some states the two sorts of 
virtue are distinct, i.e. the virtue of the perfect citizen is not coinci- 
dent with that of the good man, but that in others the virtue of the 
good man is identical with that of a citizen who engages in politics, 
and takes part or may take part alone or in conjunction with others 
in the administration of public affairs: cf. Pols. 1v. (vil) 14. p. 119. 
22, From folit. vi. (Iv.) 7. p. 157. 32 we learn further that it is 
only in the ἀριστοκρατία (here expressly identified with Aristotle’s 
perfect polity) that this identity is possible; ἐν μόνῃ γὰρ ἁπλῶς ὁ 
αὐτὸς ἀνὴρ καὶ πολίτης ἀγαθός éorw* οἱ δ᾽ ἐν ταῖς ἄλλαις ἀγαθοὶ πρὸς τὴν 
πολιτείαν εἰσὶ τὴν αὐτῶν : cf. 111. 18. p. 93. 11. The preliminary 
question—zrdrepov ἑτέραν ἢ τὴν αὐτὴν ἀρετὴν θετέον καθ᾽ ἣν ἀνὴρ ἀγαθός 
ἐστι καὶ πολίτης orovdaios;—having been answered in this sense, it 
follows that in general παιδεία should be πρὸς τὴν πολιτείαν ‘adapted 
to the particular constitution’ (Poii?. 1. 13. p. 22. 17. Vv. (VII) 1. 
p. 130. 2 sqq. Vill. (V.) 9. p. 215. 29), but that in the ἀρίστη πόλις, 
where the virtue of the perfect citizen is identical with that of the 
good man, the legislator will endeavour to make his fellow citizens 
good men (Polit. τν. (ν11.} 14. p. 119. 22. cf. m1. 18 p. 93. 11). In 
any case the state should superintend education, instead of leaving 
it to the discretion of parents (Pol#. v. (vuL) 1. p. 130. το. WM. £. 
x. 9 § 13, 14). I cannot think that Grant’s note upon the 
present passage accurately represents Aristotle’s views. For the 
phrase ἀνδρὶ ἀγαθῷ εἶναι see Trendelenburg on de Anim. 111. 4. p. 29. 
4. 10, With the emphatic παντί ‘in all cases’ compare τινός ‘in some 
cases’ in Polit. 111. 4. p. 64. 11 ἀλλ᾽ ἄρα ἔσται τινὸς ἡ αὐτὴ ἀρετὴ 
πολίτου τε σπουδαίου καὶ ἀνδρὸς σπουδαίου; 


§ 12. τῆς δὲ κατὰ μέρος δικαιοσύνης, x.7..] This classification 
may be represented thus 


τὸ κατὰ μέρος δίκαιον 


SS 1 
τὸ ἐν ταῖς διανομαῖς τὸ ἐν τοῖς συναλλάγμασι διορθωτικόν 
cH 


------ -Ἤ 
τὸ ἐν τοῖς ἑκουσίοις τὸ ἐν τοῖς ἀκουσίοις 
συναλλάγμασι διορθωτικὸόν συναλλάγμασι διορθωτικόν 
------- 
τὸ δ. τὸ ἐν τοῖς ἀκουσίοις τὸ δ. τὸ ἐν τοῖς ἀκουσίοις 
σ. ὅσα λαθραῖά, ἐστιν σ. ὅσα βίαιά ἐστιν 


Here τὸ ἐν ταῖς διανομαῖς or τὸ διανεμητικὸν δίκαιον (4 § 2) is that 
δίκαιον which is exhibited in the distribution of public position, 
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property, and advantages. In general the author assumes the 
χρήματα distributed, as well as the τιμαί, to belong to the state 
(8 12 and 4 § 2), but it is obvious that his remarks apply also to 
smaller κοινωνίαι such as companies of merchants or manufacturers. 
For the political application of the conception of τὸ διανεμητικὸν δί- 
καιον see especially Polit. 11. 9 and vill. (v.) 1, where τὸ ὀλιγαρχικὸν 
δίκαιον and τὸ δημοκρατικὸν δίκαιον are investigated. In these pas- 
sages we are told that τὸ δίκαιον is τὸ κατ᾽ ἀναλογίαν ἴσον (p. 193. 30) 
and again that ro ἁπλῶς δίκαιον is τὸ κατ᾽ ἀξίαν (p. 195. 15), but that 
oligarchs and democrats differ in their interpretation of the funda- 
mental formula, the former laying claim to an universal superiority 
in virtue of their superior wealth, and the latter asserting universal 
equality in virtue of equality of birth: cf. infra 3 § 7, which agrees 
exactly with the above-mentioned passages. This is not incon- 
sistent with Polit, vil. (VI.) 2. p. 179, 11 καὶ γὰρ τὸ δίκαιον τὸ δημο- 
τικὸν τὸ ἴσον ἔχειν ἐστὶ Kar ἀριθμὸν ἀλλὰ μὴ κατ᾽ ἀξίαν, since the 
democratic interpretation converts τὸ κατ᾽ ἀξίαν ἴσον (proportionate 
equality) into τὸ κατ᾽ ἀριθμόν (numerical equality). With τὸ ἴσον τὸ 
ἀντιπεπονθός, which, we are told in Polit, 11. 2. p. 24. 11, σώζει τὰς 
πόλεις, we are not yet concerned. 

τὸ ἐν τοῖς συναλλάγμασι δ.] 1.6. the justice which rectifies unjust 
divisions both voluntary and involuntary. Thus voluntary trans- 
actions do mof “come under the head of corrective justice” (Grant 
Edit. 2); it is the rectification of wrong arising out of such trans- 
actions with which this sort of justice is concerned, cf. Fournal of 
Philology 1872, tv. 311. In his edition of 1874 Grant accepts this 
interpretation. 


§ 13. λαθραῖα--- βίαια] Cf. Plat. Laws 1x. 864 Cc. 

SovAararia δολοφονία] Mich. Ephes. appears to have read dov- 
Aararia δουλοφονία, as he remarks—opoiws καὶ ὁ δοῦλον ἀπατήσας καὶ 
φονεύσας ἀντάλλαγμα δίδωσιν. 

βίαια]. Of course αἰκία, κιτιλ. are called βίαια from the point of 
view of the sufferer, not in the sense in which the word is used in 
N. £. Ut. 1. 

anpwots| Cf. Plat. Zaws 874 E. 


3§ 2. τὸ πλέον καὶ τὸ ἔλαττον͵] ‘Excess’ and ‘defect’ the two 
elements of which τὸ ἄνισον consists. 

§ 3. τὸ δίκαιον ἴσον] Polit. 11. 12. p. 78. 16 δοκεῖ δὲ πᾶσιν ἴσον τι 
τὸ δίκαιον εἶναι, καὶ μέχρι γέ τινος ὁμολογοῦσι τοῖς κατὰ φιλοσοφίαν 
λόγοις ἐν οἷς διώρισται περὶ τῶν ἠθικῶν' τὶ γὰρ καὶ τισὶ τὸ δίκαιον, καὶ 
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δεῖν τοῖς ἴσοις ἴσον εἶναι φασίν. ποίων δ᾽ ἰσότης ἐστὶ καὶ ποίων ἀνισότης, 
δεῖ μὴ λανθάνειν: cf. also Polit. Ul. 9. p. 71. 25, quoted by Grant 
as “a passage from which it is not improbable that the present 
chapter may be partly taken, though an interpolated reference 
(καθάπερ εἴρηται πρότερον ἐν τοῖς ἠθικοῖς) gives the passage in the 
Politics a fallacious appearance of having been written later, and of 
having accepted conclusions from the present book. Far rather it 15 
likely that the conception of ‘distributive justice’ having been re- 
ceived as a conception from Plato, and farther worked out by 
Aristotle in his Po/:tics, only became stereotyped into a phrase in the 
after-growth of his system, at the end of his own life, or in the expo- 
sition of his views made by Eudemus.” I cannot assent to this 
theory. Books vil. and ΙΧ. afford evidence that the investigation of 
justice contained in the original fifth book resembled that contained 
in the extant Eudemian paraphrase. Why then may we not suppose 
that the passage in the Politics quotes, not indeed from the Eude- 
mian book, but from a Nicomachean equivalent, and that in the 
passage before us Eudemus draws upon his ordinary sources of 
information? Grant also condemns the words ὥσπερ ἐν τοῖς ἠθικοῖς 
εἴρηται πρότερον in Polit. τι. 2. p. 24. 12, and tries to explain away ἐν 
ols διώρισται περὶ τῶν ἠθικῶν in Polit. 111. 12. Ὁ. 78. 17 (quoted above). 

§ 4. ἀνάγκη τοίνυν, κιτιλ.})͵ ‘The just, as has been shewn, is (1) 
μέσον, (2) ἴσον; it is also (3) πρός τι ‘relative.’ Inasmuch as it is 
μέσον, it implies certain extremes between which it lies; inasmuch as 
it is ἴσον, it implies, as has been said, two things; inasmuch as it is 
δίκαιον, it implies certain persons. Hence the just implies at least 
four terms, two persons and two things.’ “A confusion is made” 
says Grant with reason, “by the introduction of the idea of μέσον 
with regard to justice, which at the present part of the argument was 
not required.” -Though irrelevant, the reference to τὸ μέσον is not, I 
think, an interpolation; cf. AZ, M. τ. 34 ὃ 7 τὸ δέ ye ἴσον ἐν ἐλαχίσ- 
τοις δυσὶν éyyiverat’ τὸ ἄρα πρὸς ἕτερον ἴσον εἶναι δίκαιόν ἐστι, καὶ 
δίκαιος ὁ τοιοῦτος ay εἴη. ἐπεὶ οὖν ἡ δικαιοσύνη ἐν δικαίῳ καὶ ἐν ἴσῳ καὶ ἐν 
μεσότητι, τὸ μὲν δίκαιον ἔν τισι λέγεται δίκαιον, τὸ δ᾽ ἴσον τισὶν ἴσον, 
τὸ δὲ μέσον τισὶ μέσον, ὥσθ᾽ ἡ δικαιοσύνη καὶ τὸ δίκαιον ἔσται καὶ 
πρός τινας καὶ ἔν τισιν. This passage seems to me to prove 
the substantial integrity of §§ 3, 4. In both places (1) τὸ 
ἴσον is said to imply two terms, (2) the wrelevant reference to 
τὸ μέσον is introduced, and (3) the four terms of the ἀναλογία 
are obtained by the consideration of δίκαιον, firstly as ἴσον, and 
secondly as δίκαιον. But whereas in v. 3 ὃ 4 as read by Bekker, 
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[καὶ πρός τι] καὶ τισίν, we have an abrupt and premature antici- 
pation of the after statement ἡ Se δίκαιον, τισίν, in the correspond- 
ing sentence of AZ, JM. 1. 34 ὃ 7 we have the preliminary pro- 
position τὸ ἄρα πρὸς ἕτερον ἴσον εἶναι δίκαιόν ἐστι. Hence with L> I 
retain καὶ πρός τι as the equivalent οὗ πρὸς ἕτερον in the AZ. AZ, and 
omit καὶ τισίν as a gloss anticipatory of ἡ δὲ δίκαιον, τισίν. (Cf. Plat. 
Phileb, 51 c and D, where zpos τι and πρὸς ἕτερον are used indiffer- 
ently: ταῦτα γὰρ οὐκ εἶναι πρός τι καλὰ λέγω, καθάπερ ἄλλα, ἀλλ᾽ ἀεὶ 
καλὰ καθ᾽ αὑτὰ πεφυκέναι......«λέγω δὴ [τὰς] τῶν φθογγῶν τὰς λείας καὶ 
λαμπρᾶς, τὰς ἕν τι καθαρὸν ἱείσας μέλος, ov πρὸς ἕτερον καλὰς ἀλλ᾽ αὐτὰς 
καθ᾽ αὑτὰς εἶναι) This course is countenanced by the V. A., which, 
at the end of § 4, where we read 7 δὲ δίκαιον, τισίν, has ‘secundum 
autem quod iustum aliquibus et ad aliquos: ad alios enim est,’ 1. 6. 7 
δὲ δίκαιον, τισὶ καὶ πρός Twas’ πρὸς ἑτέρους yap ἐστιν; and perhaps by 
Mich. Ephes., who writes ἡ δὲ δίκαιον τισὶ καὶ πρός τινας. τὸ δὲ τισὶ 
καὶ πρός τινας ἐκ παραλλήλου κεῖται ταὐτὸν σημαῖνον" πρὸς ἄλλους γὰρ 
τὸ δίκαιον καὶ ἡ δικαιοσύνη, ὡς εἴρηται, δύναται Whether the words 
added by the V. A. belong to the text or not, I am sure that they 
represent the argument. Recent editors have attempted in spite of 
M. M. τ. 34 § 7 to connect ἡ μὲν μέσον, τινῶν with the main argument, 
and with a view to this have allowed themselves considerable licence 
of conjectural emendation. Thus Spengel (Aréstotelische Studien 1. 
42) reads ἀνάγκη τοίνυν τὸ δίκαιον μέσον τε καὶ ἴσον (ὃν) εἶναι 
(τινῶν) καὶ τισίν, καὶ ἣ μὲν μέσον, τινῶν, ἡ δ᾽ ἴσον, τισίν. ἀνάγκη ἄρα τὸ 
δίκαιον ἐν ἐλαχίστοις εἶναι τέτταρσιν' οἷς τε γὰρ δίκαιον τυγχάνει ov, δύο 
ἐστί, καὶ ἐν οἷς: and Miinscher ἀνάγκη τοίνυν τὸ δίκαιον μέσον τε καὶ 
ἴσον ὃν εἶναι καὶ ἐν τισὶ καὶ τισίν᾽ ἀνάγκη apa τὸ δίκαιον ἐν ἐλαχίστοις 
εἶναι τέτταρσιν" οἷς τε γὰρ δίκαιον τυγχάνει ὄν, δύο ἐστί, καὶ ἐν οἷς τὰ 
πράγματα δύο. καὶ αὕτη ἔσται ἡ ἰσότης, οἷς καὶ ἐν οἷς. 

§ 5. οἷς καὶ ἐν οἷς] I conceive that throughout the passage οἷς means 
the persons, ἐν οἷς the things concerned. Cf. Polit. Il. 9. p. 71. 25 
οἷον δοκεῖ ἴσον τὸ δίκαιον εἶναι, καὶ ἔστιν, ἀλλ᾽ ov πᾶσιν ἀλλὰ τοῖς 
ἴσοις. καὶ τὸ ἄνισον δοκεῖ δίκαιον εἶναι" καὶ γὰρ ἔστιν, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ 
πᾶσιν ἀλλὰ τοῖς ἀνίσοις. οἱ δὲ τοῦτ᾽ ἀφαιροῦσι, τὸ οἷς, καὶ κρίνουσι 
κακώς....ὥστ᾽ ἐπεὶ τὸ δίκαιον τισίν, καὶ διήρηται τὸν αὐτὸν τρόπον ἐπί 
τε τῶν πραγμάτων καὶ οἷς, καθάπερ εἴρηται πρότερον ἐν τοῖς ἠθικοῖς, τὴν 
μὲν τοῦ πράγματος ἰσότητα ὁμολογοῦσι, τὴν δὲ οἷς ἀμφισβητοῦσι. (Grant 
assumes that the writer of this book borrows from the Polztics. See 
note on 3 § 3.) Hence in καὶ ἐν οἷς τὰ πράγματα δύο, I have 
bracketed τὰ zpdypata. That ἐν ols τὰ πράγματα does not stand for 
ἐν ols τὰ πράγματά ἐστι, “two shares at least into.which the matter 
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of the action will be divided” (Williams), was understood by Mich. 
Ephes., who comments thus: τὴν δὲ λέξιν τὴν καὶ ἐν οἷς τὰ πράγ- 
ματα, δύο ὑπερβατῶς ἀναγνωστέον, καὶ τὰ πράγματα ἐν οἷς, δύο. 
In § 6 I omit the words τὰ ἐν οἷς which appear in all the MSS. 
except ΚΡ, and in Bekker’s text, in order that here, as in the sentences 
before and after, the persons may take precedence of the things dis- 
tributed. The MS. followed by the V. A. added τὰ οἷς after οὕτω 
κἀκεῖνα in place of ἔχει. (In M. AL 1. 34 ὃ 7 & τισι and τισίν appear 
to have been transposed. Read τὸ μὲν δίκαιον τισὶ λέγεται δίκαιον, 
τὸ δ᾽ ἴσον ἔν τισιν ἴσον.) 


§ 6. καὶ ἡ αὐτὴ ἔσται ἰσότης, οἷς καὶ ἐν οἷς] I. 6. where the persons 
are equal, the things are equal. The author takes first the case which 
is represented by the formula a ae 1, because he has not yet 
explained that εἰ μὴ ἴσοι, οὐκ ἴσα ἕξουσιν. 

εἰ γὰρ μὴ ἴσοι, κιτιλ.] Cf. Plat. Zaws 757, together with Isocrat. 
Areop. § 21. Plutarch Symp. vit. p. 729 B,C. Xen. Cyzop. 11. 2. 17. 
(quoted by Stallbaum in his commentary): also Gorg. 508 a. In 
the face of the quotations from Plato it is unnecessary to suppose 
with Grant that this “is taken from the saying in Aristotle’s Polit. 
111. ix. 4. Cf. 72. un ix. 15”: though, as might have been ex- 
pected, the sentiment recurs again and again in that treatise ; cf. 11. 
5. p. 28. 25. IL .7. p. 38. 15. p. 39. 25. Ill. 9. p. 71. 25. UL 12. p. 78. 
18, 11. 16. p. 89. 28. Iv. (ν11.) 3. p. 100. 7. VIII (V.) 2. p. 196. 12. VIII 
(v.) 3. p. 199. 14. See also Bacon’s Advancement of Learning II. 
(111. 348, Spedding’s edition) “Is not the rule, “δ zxegualibus 
aqualia addas, omnia erunt inequalia, an axiom as well of justice as 
of the mathematics ?” 


§ 7. ἔτι ἐκ τοῦ κατ᾽ ἀξίαν The statement made in the last § is 
A C 
now extended to the more general case represented by BD’ 
when 4 is not necessarily equal to 2, τοῦτο being equivalent to ὅτι 
e > aA φ 393. a Ν δ 2 949 . A r 
ws ἐκεῖνα ἔχει, οὕτω κακεῖνα ἔχε. Here τὸ κατ᾽ ἀξίαν includes τὸ κατ 
ἀριθμόν, as in Polit. vill. (V.) I. Pp. 195. 14 ὁμολογοῦντες δὲ τὸ ἁπλῶς 
εἶναι δίκαιον τὸ κατ᾽ ἀξίαν, διαφέρονται, καθάπερ ἐλέχθη πρότερον, ot 
. 9 Q ” Φ ¢ ” , 4 agg 28 

μὲν ὅτι, ἐὰν κατά τι ἴσοι ὦσιν, ὅλως ἴσοι νομίζουσιν εἶναι, ot δ᾽ ὅτι, ἐὰν 
κατά τι ἄνισοι, πάντων ἀνίσων ἀξιοῦσιν ἑαυτούς. But in general the 
phrase κατ᾽ ἀξίαν is used in a narrower sense, so as to exclude the 
case in which the persons are assumed to be equal, this case being 
said to be determined κατ᾽ ἀριθμόν: cf. Polit, vu. (ν1.) 2. p. 179. 
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11 καὶ yap τὸ δίκαιον τὸ δημοτικὸν τὸ ἴσον ἔχειν ἐστὶ Kar ἀριθμὸν 
ἀλλὰ μὴ κατ᾽ ἀξίαν. Vil. (VI). 6. p. 188. 3 τὰς μὲν οὖν δημοκρατίας 
ὅλως κα πολυανθρωπία σώζει" τοῦτο γὰρ ἀντίκειται πρὸς τὸ δίκαιον τὸ κατὰ 
τὴν ἀξίαν. VIII. (ν.) 10. p. 217. 24 κατ᾽ ἀξίαν γάρ ἐστιν, ἢ κατ᾽ ἰδίαν 
ἀρετὴν ἢ κατὰ γένους, ἢ κατ᾽ εὐεργεσίας, ἢ κατὰ ταῦτά τε καὶ δύναμιν. 

τὴν μέντοι ἀξίαν, κιτιλ] Cf. Polit, ul. 9. p. 72. 4. VIL (V.) 1. p. 
193. 31. VIII. (V.) 1. p. 195. 14 (see preceding note). In democracy 
freedom is the ἀξία, and as freedom does not admit of degrees, all 
men are equal and τὸ κατ᾽ ἀξίαν ἴσον is resolved into τὸ κατ᾽ ἀριθμὸν 
ἴσον : in oligarchy either wealth or birth, and in aristocracy excel- 
lence, is the ἀξία, and as men possess these qualifications in different 
degrees, ro κατ᾽ ἀξίαν ἴσον, in the narrower sense in which it excludes 
τὸ Kat ἀριθμόν (or τὸ κατὰ ποσόν LV. £. vill. 7 § 3) ἴσον, constitutes 
δίκαιον in these polities. 

οἱ δ᾽ eyéveaav] Polit. vi. (1v.) 8. p. 159. 25 ἐπεὶ δὲ τρία ἐστὶ ta 
ἀμφισβητοῦντα τῆς ἰσότητος τῆς πολιτείας, ἐλευθερία πλοῦτος ἀρετή (τὸ 
γὰρ τέταρτον, ὃ καλοῦσιν εὐγένειαν, ἀκολουθεῖ τοῖς δυσίν" ἡ γὰρ εὐγένειά 
ἐστιν ἀρχαῖος πλοῦτος καὶ ἀρετή), φανερόν, κιτιλ. VIL. (V.) I. p. 194. 14 
εὐγενεῖς γὰρ εἶναι δοκοῦσιν οἷς ὑπάρχει προγόνων ἀρετὴ καὶ πλοῦτος. 
Thus the εὐγενής is one whose ancestors have been distinguished 
either by merit or by wealth (which implies merit of some sort in its 
possessor) ; but as Aristotle had not much faith in the yevvatorys 
of εὐγενεῖς (Rie. τι. 15), i.e. in their preserving the virtues of their 
ancestors, we may infer that he had no particular respect for olli- 
garchy founded on birth. 


§ 8. Euclid. Elem v. Def. 3 λόγος ἐστὶ δύο μεγεθῶν ὁμογενῶν. ἡ 
κατὰ πηλικότητα πρὸς ἄλληλα ποιὰ σχέσις. Def. 6 τὰ δὲ τὸν αὐτὸν 
ἔχοντα λόγον μεγέθη, ἀνάλογον καλείσθω. Def. ὃ ἀναλογία δέ ἐστιν ἡ 
τῶν λόγων ταυτότης. Def. 9 ἀναλογία δὲ ἐν τρισὶν ὅροις ἐλαχίστοις 
ἐστίν. It will be observed (1) that the author’s definition of ἀναλογία 
is equivalent to Euclid’s def. 8, which, with def. 6, modern mathe 
maticians agree in condemning: (2) that the definition is here regard- 
ed as an arithmetical, not as a geometrical, definition of proportion: 
(3) that in this definition he anticipates Barrow’s remark that ἰσότης 
would be an improvement upon ὁμοιότης or tavrorys: (4) that he 
differs from Euclid in accounting a continued proportion a propor- 
tion of four terms at least: and (5) that the phraseology of this § and 
§ 4 confirms the text of Euclid v. def. 9, in which Peyrard and Camerer 
would substitute ἐλαχίστη for ἐλαχίστοις ; cf. also Nicom. Gerasen. 11. 
21 ὃ 3. 
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μοναδικοῦ ἀριθμοῦ] “ Eiusmodi numeris (sc. Pythagoreorum) Aris- 
toteles opponit τοὺς μοναδικοὺς ἀριθμούς, 1. 6. EOS nuMeros, quibus non 
certae quaedam res (cf. WV. 5. 1092. 5. 19), sed ipsae unitates, abstrac- 
tae ab omni rerum qualitate et varietate, individuae (cf. 8. 1083. . 17) 
neque inter se distinctae (cf. 7. 1082. 6. 16) numerentur. Ac talem 
quidem numerum quum investiget scientia arithmetica, eundem 
numerum ἀριθμητικόν et μοναδικόν appellat.” Bonitz on Aer. xi. 6. 
1080. ὁ. 19; cf. Plat. Phileb. 56 Ὁ, where arithmeticians who deal with 
μονάδας ἀνίσους such as two armies, two oxen, &c., are distinguished 
from arithmeticians who deal with povades which are all alike. 


§ 9. διῃρημένη---συνεχή)] These two kinds of proportion are 
called by Nicom. Gerasenus 11. 21 §§ 5, 6 συνημμένη and διεζευγμένη 
respectively. Throughout §§ 9, 11, 12, where I have given ordinal 
numbers, most of the editors write cardinals (a, B, y, 8). In order to 
avoid the arithmetical absurdity (1 : 2 = 2 : 4) thus produced, I pro- 
posed in the fournal of Philology 1872, τν. 310 to write (with Fritzsche) 
A, B, Τι, A: but on further consideration I am convinced that πρώτου, 
δευτέρου, κιτιλ. should be substituted. The otherwise strange phrases 
© a ὅρος, τοῦ a ὅρου in §§-11, 12 suggest this alteration, and it is 
confirmed by several MSS., H2 and ΚΡ throughout § 9, 11, 12, and 
P> and N?> in § 9, 12, writing ordinals in full, whilst P> pr. man. 
gives sometimes ordinals in full, sometimes a B y 6 with superposed 
marks which may perhaps represent the terminations of ordinals, cf. 
Bast Comment. Palaeogr. Ὁ. 850. Michael Ephesius and Averroes 
seem to have had ordinals. But in § 9 there is a further diffi- 
culty. What is the meaning of the phrases ἡ τοῦ πρώτου, τὴν τοῦ 
δευτέρου, κιτιλι Can they mean ‘the line which we take for our 
first term,’ ‘the line which we take for our second term’? Mich. 
Ephes. comments as follows—ro δὲ τῆς λέξεως τῆς οἷον ws ἡ τοῦ 
πρώτου πρὸς τὴν τοῦ δευτέρου τοιοῦτόν ἐστιν, ὡς ἡ τοῦ πρώτου ὅρον 
σχέσις τοῦ ὀκτὼ πρὸς τὸν δεύτερον τὸν ὃ (qu. τὴν τοῦ δευτέρου τοῦ ὃ), 
οὕτως ἢ τοῦ δευτέρου τοῦ ὃ πρὸς τὴν τοῦ τρίτον τοῦ B. But is not this 
a misuse of the word σχέσιςῦ)Ρ Cf. Eucl. 27. v. def. 3, quoted above. 
At any rate we may safely reject the alternative suggestion of Grant 
that στιγμή is to be supplied, as well as his theory that the propor- 
tionals are algebraical quantities. 


§ 10. deppnvrar yap ὁμοίως, οἷς τε καὶ a] Polét. 11. 9. p. 71. 31 
διήρηται τὸν αὐτὸν τρόπον ἐπί τε τῶν πραγμάτων καὶ οἷς. 
§ 11. ἐναλλάξ] Euclid σι. ν. def. 13 ἐναλλὰξ λόγος ἐστὶ λῆψις 
J. 6 
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a e@ ’ a a ε , Q aA e , a a 4 
TOU γούμενου προς TO NYOvpEevov, καὶ του ἐπομένου προς TO ἑπόμενον. 


Cf. v. prop. 16. 


§ 12. ἡ ἄρα τοῦ πρώτου ὅρου, κιτ.λ.}] 1.6. (to take a simple case) 
let 4 and B be the wealth of two citizens in a plutocracy, and 
let C and ZD be the shares which are justly assigned to them in 
a distribution of property won in war. Thus 4: JZ represents 
their relation before the distribution, 4+ C : 8B+W their relation 
after it. The distribution being ex hypothesi a just one and their 
position relatively to one another consequently remaining unaltered, 


A+C 4 
B+D B 
Hence as here A, B, C, D, are said to be in geometrical ἀναλογία, 
i.e. proportion, geometrical ἀναλογία is the rule of distributive 
justice. 
σύζευξις] = Euclid’s σύνθεσις : σύνθεσις λόγον ἐστὶ λῆψις τοῦ ἤγου- 
μένον μετὰ τοῦ ἑπομένου ὡς ἑνὸς πρὸς αὐτὸ τὸ ἑπόμενον. V. def. 15. Cf. ν. 


prop. 17, 18. 


§ 14. ὁ μὲν yap ἀδικῶν πλέον ἔχει, x.7.4.] In this case, as will be 
seen hereafter, corrective justice steps in to restore the balance. 


§ 15. ἐν ἀγαθοῦ yap λόγῳ, x.7.A.] Cf. 1 § το. 


4§1. τὸ δὲ λοιπὸν ἐν τὸ διορθωτικόν]! Vide supra 2 § 12, 13. 
Corrective justice is the justice which rectifies wrong arising out of a ᾿ 
συνάλλαγμα, whether the person wronged was or was not in the first 
instance a voluntary agent. Thus to take an example of a ‘volun- 
tary’ transaction: A borrows money from B (who is here ἑκών) and 
does not fulfil his engagement to repay the loan at a certain time; 
corrective justice takes from A the proper amount and restores it to 
B. Again in an ‘involuntary’ transaction, e.g. when 4 slanders B 
(who is here ἄκων), corrective justice secures to the injured person 
compensation for the loss which he has sustained. Although in his 
note upon 2 §§ 12, 13 Grant appears to accept this interpretation, 
his note upon the present passage,stands as it did in his second 
edition. “The term ‘corrective justice’ is itself an unfortunate name, 
because it appears only to lay down principles for restitution, and 
therefore implies wrong. ‘Thus it has a tendency to confine the 
view to ‘involuntary transactions,’ instead of stating what must be 
the principle of the just in all the dealings between man and man.” 
Apparently Grant forgets that it is the original transaction which 
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is said to be either voluntary or involuntary, and that it is the 
rectification of wrong arising out of the original transaction with 
which corrective justice is concerned. Again in his next note 
Grant remarks that “ro διορθωτικὸν δίκαιον implies not merely 
‘regulative,’ but strictly ‘remedial justice.’” I do not think that it 
means regulative justice at all. Mich. Ephes. appears to have read 
τὸ δὲ λοιπὸν εἶδος in place of τὸ δὲ λοιπὸν ἕν. 


§ 2. τὸ μὲν γὰρ διανεμητικόν, κιτιλ.}] Grant supposes this remark - ᾿ 
to be founded upon folt?t. 111. 9. p. 74. 3. 


§ 3. ‘4 and B being equal in the eye of the law, διορθωτικὸν 
δίκαιον is the arithmetical mean between 4’s position unjustly aug- 
mented and #’s position unjustly impaired.’ 

καὶ χρῆται ὡς ἴσοι] These words (if they are not interpolated) 
are parenthetical, εἰ ὁ μὲν ἀδικεῖ, x.7.X. being necessarily connected 
with πρὸς τοῦ βλάβους τὴν διαφορὰν μόνον βλέπει. 

ἀδικεῖ---ἀδικεῖται---ἔβλαψεν--- βέβλαπται)] The tenses are thoroughly 
appropriate. When 4 has done a wrong to B, A is said ἀδικεῖν and 
B is said ἀδικεῖσθαι until compensation is made. Thus ἀδικεῖν ex- 
presses the resultant state rather than the commission of wrong. 
The aorist ἔβλαψε is appropriate to the doer of harm, because the 
question asked in his case is ‘did he inflict harm? and the perfect 
. βέβλαπται to the sufferer of harm because the question in his case is 
‘has he sustained harm?’ 


§ 4. καὶ yap ὅταν, x.7.d.] “Die Ausdehnung des Ausgleichs von 
dem engern Kreise des Verkehrs auf den Umfang der correctiven 
Gerechtigkeit iiberhaupt, ist in dem καὶ yap angedeutet ; denn dieses 
steht auch sonst fiir καὶ yap καί. Trendelenburg Bedrage 111. 426. 
See my noteon§5. 

ἀλλὰ πειρᾶται τῇ ζημίᾳ, x.7.r.] 1.6. πειρᾶται τῇ ζημίᾳ ἰσάζειν τὸ κέρδος 
ἀφαιρῶν αὐτοῦ. ‘He endeavours to equalize the unjustly augmented 
advantages of the one (ro κέρδος) and the unjustly impaired advant- 
ages of the other (τὴν ζημίαν) by taking from the former and giving 
to the latter.’ [So Miinscher Quaest. Crit. Ὁ. 70.] Mich. Ephes. 
wrongly takes ζημία to mean the penalty by the imposition of which 
the δικαστής restores equality. 


§ 5. λέγεται yap, x.7.A.] ‘Strictly speaking these words κέρδος 
and ζημία apply only to cases in which the one seeks the restitution 
of property wrongfully appropriated by the other: but they may be 
used in an extended sense; for example, the satisfaction which 4 
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derives from striking B may be regarded as a κέρδος, and the injury 
which B suffers may be regarded as a ζημία. Originally however, as 
we are told in § 13, these words applied to neither of these cases, but 
only to the profit and loss of commerce and of other transactions not 
interfered with by law.’ Thus § 13 is not (as is commonly supposed) 
a repetition of ὃ 5: vide infra. 


ὃ 6. ἀλλ᾽ ὅταν ye μετρηθῇ, x.7.A.] ‘But the words ζημία and 
κέρδος are not applicable until the wrong done and suffered comes 
to be estimated by the δικαστής. So I understand these words, 
not at all agreeing with Trendelenburg, Bettrage ul. 426, 427 
‘‘Wenn nun das Leiden abgeschatzt worden, dann wird das κέρδος des 
Schlagenden zur ζημία und der Nachtheil des Geschlagenen zu einem 
κέρδος, wodurch die Gleichheit hergestellt wird”; and not altogether 
agreeing with Rassow, Forschungen Ὁ. 122 “Nach meiner Ansicht ist 
zu iibersetzen: aber erst dann nennt man das eine ζημία, das andere 
κέρδος, wenn das Erlittene gemessen ist. Es macht z. B. einen 
Unterschied, ob eine Misshandlung durch Beleidigung provocirt 
worden ist oder nicht, oder, um ein von Aristoteles unten (5 § 4) 
gebrauchtes Beispiel zu benutzen, es kann darauf Riicksicht zu 
nehmen sein, dass der Gemisshandelte eine obrigkeitliche Person ist.” 


8 7. καὶ ζητοῦσι, κιτ.λ}] Polit. 11. 16. p. 90. 28 dore δῆλον ὅτι 
τὸ δίκαιον ζητοῦντες τὸ μέσον ζητοῦσιν " ὁ yap νόμος τὸ μέσον. Fritzsche 
compares Polit. vi. (1ν.) 12. p. 167. 3 διαιτητὴς δ᾽ ὁ μέσος, and Thuc. 
Iv. 83 ἑτοῖμος ὧν Βρασίδᾳ μέσῳ δικαστῇ ἐπιτρέπειν. 

peodiovs] The phrase ἄρχοντι μεσιδίῳ is to be found in Pollt. 
vill. (v.) 6. p. 206. 13, but the commentators know of no instance in 
which the word is equivalent to δικαστής. ““ Camerarius commone- 
facit nos verbi μεσιδιωθῆναι." Zell. 


§ 8. δίχα διαιρεθῇ] δίχα διαιρεῖν is ‘to divide into two eguaé parts,’ 
“cf. Eucl. Elem. 1. 10. 1. 9. 1. 30.” Trendelenburg Setrdge m1. 
428. 


§ 9. The restoration of the true sequence of thought in this § is 
due to Rassow, Forschungen Ὁ. 30. 

ὅτι δίχα ἐστίν] Theolog. Arith. p. 12 (Ast’s edition) ἀπὸ δὲ τῆς 
εἰς δύο τομῆς [sc. καλεῖται ἡ δυας] Δίκη τε, οἱονεὶ δίχη, καὶ Ἴσις, x. 7.2. 

τῆς μείζονος καὶ ἐλάττονος] Sc. γραμμῆς. Cf. τῆς ἡμισείας, § 8. 


8 10, <rod> ἀφ᾽ οὗ] Bekker, who reads ἀφ᾽ ov with the MSS,, is 
mistaken in saying that O> has τὸ ἀφ᾽ ov. +“ Articulus (τό) est procul 
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dubio omittendus aut refingendus in rod” anes It is clearly neces- 
sary to insert τοῦ. 


§ 12, αἵ ἐφ᾽ ὧν AA ΒΒ ΓΙ, κιτιλ] 1.6. the lines designated AA, 
ΒΒ, IT. “Statt einfach den Buchstaben hinzuzufiigen ἔστω A, wird 
sehr oft gesagt ἔστω τὸ ἐφ᾽ ov (m) A ‘das, woran A,’ wobei der Artikel 
τὸ auch sehr oft fehlt.” Eucken wer den Sprachgebrauch des A. τ. 
53. Cf. Waitz Organ. 1. 398. But what are we to say to τὸ ἐφ᾽ ὧν 
TA, which is found in all the MSS. except O%, and retained by all 
the editors? Plainly we require either τὸ ἐφ᾽ ov TA, or τὸ ἐφ᾽ ᾧ ΓΔ, 
or simply ro TA, I prefer ro ἐφ᾽ ᾧ TA as nearest to τὸ ἐφ᾽ ὧν TA, 
and I am confirmed in my choice by finding that ΟΝ has this reading. 
The genitive and the dative appear to be used indifferently in such 
phrases. It will be observed that the whole lines are described as 
ἢ AA, «.7.X., and the segments of them as ro AE, κιτιλι Thus 9 
AA is what Euclid would call 7 AA γραμμή, τὸ AE what he would 
call ro AE τμῆμα. In the following figure TA=IFZ=AE. It is 
strange that this is not expressly stated in the text. 


# E 


= ἃ 
ἔστι δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων, κ τιλ.---τοιοῦτον] This sentence appears 
again in the next chapter ὃ 9. In the passage before us it has no 
meaning whatever, so far as I can see. Mich. Ephes. (if the Aldine 
text and the Parisian version are to be trusted) placed it here; but 
his explanation is derived from ch. 5. 


8 13. ἐλήλυθε δέ, «.7.A.] 1 have already pointed out that this § is 
not a mere repetition of § 5. The author now remarks that the 
terms profit and loss do not originally belong to corrective justice, or 
to any form of it, but to commerce. That this is his meaning is clear 
from the words ἐν ὅσοις ἄλλοις ἄδειαν ἔδωκεν ὦ νόμος. Similarly § 14 
is a justification of the use of the phrase ἔχειν τὰ αὑτῶν in the con- 
cluding sentence of ὃ 8. Properly speaking, this phrase is used of 
one who has neither increased nor diminished his means: but (like 
ζημία and κέρδος) it is sometimes used in matters of corrective justice, 
Grav λάβωσι τὸ ἴσον, i.e. when property wrongfully appropriated by 
another has been restored, or when satisfaction has been made for 
injury to person or to honour. ‘Thus §§ 13, 14 contain purely philo- 
logical remarks upon the phraseology of the subject, conveniently 
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introduced at the end of this chapter before another matter is opened. 
Cf. the remark about the word δικαίωμα at the end of ch. 7. 


§ 14. αὐτὰ δ᾽ αὐτῶν γένηται) The editors all read δι αὑτῶν, and 
most take these words in connection with αὐτά. ‘Nemo interpretum 
haec verba intellexit,” says Michelet. “Felicianus vertit: sed sua 
cuigue per se ipsa evaserint; Argyropylus: sed sua per se ipsa sunt 
facta; Lambinus: sed paria paribus respondent. Cum ὃ 13 dixisset, 
nomina κέρδος et ζημία orta esse ex contractibus voluntariis, iam 
§ 14 proponit, ea nomina translata esse ad obligationes ex delicto, 
ita ut in iis solis usurpentur. Verte: ubg vero neque plus neque 
minus habent, practerquam quae per se ipsos facta sint, etc.” Rassow 
(Forschungen p.94) proposes to insert τά before δί αὐτῶν, and to 
translate ‘“‘das, was man durch seine eigene Arbeit besass.” Grant 
would construe “ ‘but result in being themselves by means of reci- 
procity,’ 1.6. by mutual giving and taking, ἑαυτῶν being equivalent 
to ἀλλήλων." Finally, as I learn from a note to Williams’ trans- 
lation, Professor Chandler reads δι αὐτῶν, and translates “‘ But when, 
by buying and selling (δ αὐτῶν), men have got neither more nor 
less than they had at first, but exactly the same.” Agreeing with 
Professor Chandler in his rendering of πλέον, ἔλαττον, and αὐτά (sc. τὰ 
ἐξ ἀρχῆς), I take δι αὐτῶν γένηται to mean ‘comes into their pos- 
session.’ If we can say δ αὐτῶν εἶναι ‘to be in their possession’ 
(Polit. vil. (ν1.) 4. p. 182, 28. vit. (v.) 1. p. 194. 23. 6. p. 206. 2, (see 
Eucken iber den Sprachgebrauch des A. τι. 38,) surely δί αὐτῶν γέ 
γνεσθαι must also be admissible. The sentence thus means, as it 
ought to do, ‘But when people ge¢ what is their own, they are said to 
have what is their own.’ Cf. Polit. vit. (ν.) 7. p. 208. 26 μόνον γὰρ 
μόνιμον τὸ Kar ἀξίαν ἴσον καὶ τὸ ἔχειν τὰ αὑτῶν. Otherwise I had 
thought οὗ ὅταν δὲ μήτε πλέον μήτ᾽ ἔλαττον ἀλλ᾽ αὐτὰ ἃ δεῖ αὐτῶν 
γένηται, comparing for the supposed corruption 5 § 12, where K® has 
οὐ διάγειν for οὐ δεῖ ἄγειν, and for the genitive with γίγνεσθαι Lys. 
16, 34 ἐγένετο ὁ Εὐμάρης οὗτος Νικοκλέους (Kiihners Gr. Gr. τι. 
316) and Plat. Phileb. 27 c. With Rassow I have placed a colon 
instead of a full stop after νόμος, and instead of a colon, a full stop 
after κερδαίνειν. 

τῶν παρὰ τὸ ἑκούσιον) This is not inconsistent with 2 § 13 and 
4 § 1, because, whether the original transaction was ἀκούσιον or éxov- 
σιον, the vesu/t must have been παρὰ τὸ ἑκούσιον in regard to the 
person injured, else there would be nothing to rectify. 

5. ‘The Pythagoreans resolved justice into τὸ ἀντιπεπονθός (re- 
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taliation). This definition does not adequately represent either dis- 
tributive or corrective justice; but the just in commerce may be 
defined as τὸ ἀντιπεπονθός, if by τὸ ἀντιπεπονθός is understood, not 
ἀντιπεπονθὸς κατ᾽ ἰσότητα (retaliation), but ἀντιπεπονθὸς κατ᾽ ἀναλογίαν 
(reciprocal proportion), the formula being A : 2 :; 2 : C, which pro- 
portion is attained by cross-conjunction (ἢ κατὰ διάμετρον σύζευξις).᾽ 

The following extract from Grant’s commentary will serve to recal 
the usual interpretation of this chapter: 

** Now the joining of the diagonal of a square gives us propor- 
tionate return.’ The joining of the diagonal gives each producer 
some of the other’s work, and thus an exchange is made, but the 
respective value of the commodities must be first adjusted, else there 
can be no fair exchange. What, then, is the law of value? It is 
enunciated a little later (§ 10), δεῖ τοίνυν---τροφήν. ‘As an architect 
(or a farmer it may be) is to a shoemaker, so many shoes must there 
be to a house or to corn.’ That is, the value of the product is deter- 
mined by the quality of the labour spent upon it. The sort of com- 
parison here made between the quality of farmer and shoemaker 
seems connected with a Greek notion of personal dignity and a dis- 
like of βαναυσία." | 

In my opinion ch, 5 should be read in close connection with 
ch, 2—4, the passage as a whole being an attempt at once to connect 
and to distinguish three kinds of particular justice. In order to 
connect these three kinds of particular justice, the author regards 
them each as ἀνάλογόν τι: in order to distinguish them, he represents 
each by a special and appropriate kind of ἀναλογία, the word avaXo- 
yia being employed in the larger of the two senses recognized by the 
Greek mathematicians, and therefore including arithmetical propor- 
tion which is, strictly speaking, a μεσότης. Cf. Nesselmann die 
Algebra der Griechen pp. 210—212, where it is shown from Nicoma- 
chus Gerasenus and Iamblichus, that, though properly ἀναλογία 
meant geometrical proportion (all other proportions being μεσύτητες), 
ἀναλογία and μεσύτης are frequently used synonymously for any kind 
of proportion. 1 shall henceforth use the word proportion as an 
equivalent for ἀναλογία in its extended meaning. 

Premising that in the earlier part of ch. 3 particular justice has 
been made to consist in ro ἴσον, and that it has been afterwards 
explained that the ἰσότης spoken of is ἰσύτης λόγων, or ἀναλογία, § 8, 
‘between the persons and the things, according to some standard’ 
πρός τι), S§ 5, 6, 1 proceed to state as briefly as possible the sub- 
stance of the investigation of distributive, corrective, and commercial 
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justice. In the course of my summary, it will, I hope, appear, that 
the purpose of the author is merely to translate into the language of 
proportion the following proposition: ‘Particular justice is attained 
in distribution, correction, and barter, when the parties are, after the 
transaction, in the same position relatively to one another, as they 
were before it.’ What constitutes identity of relative positions, the 
author does not ask. The investigation is in fact introduced in order 
to justify the statement made in 3 § 8, ἔστιν dpa τὸ δίκαιον ἀνάλογόν τι, 
just as the list of virtues is introduced in 11. 7 to justify the definition 
of virtue. But though the author’s principal aim is to show that the 
just in distribution, in correction, and in commerce is ἀνάλογον τι, he 
thinks it worth while to enter into detail and to distinguish them, 
because Plato had taken one kind of proportion, 9 ἰσότης 7 γεωμε- 
τρική, as the rule of justice (Gorg. 508 a, Zaws 757 A, Β: cf. Plutarch 
Symp. vil. 2 ὃ 2), whilst the Pythagoreans had endeavoured to reduce 
all justice to retaliation, to ἀντιπεπονθός, a phrase which may be inter- 
preted by reference to proportion. 

1. The first of the three kinds of particular justice, distributive 
justice, in the distribution of property or honour secures to the indi- 
vidual a share proportioned to his desert. Desert is differently esti- 
mated in different cases: for example, in a democracy freedom con- 
stitutes desert, in an oligarchy wealth or birth, in an aristocracy ἀρετή. 

Thus distributive justice assigns to the persons concerned shares 
such that the position of the persons relatively to one another is not 
altered by the distribution, but it does not determine what consti- 
tutes alteration of relative position. 

Let A, B, C,D be proportionals, so that 4d: 8::C:D. Hence 
alternando A: C:: 8: D, and componendo 4 taken together with 
Ο: B taken together with D :: A : B, which last proportion exactly 
represents distributive justice as above described. Or, as the author 
expresses it, distributive justice consists in the conjunction or compo- 
sition of 4 and C, B and D, A, B, C, D being proportionals (ἡ 
apa τοῦ πρώτου ὅρου τῷ τρίτῳ καὶ ἢ τοῦ δευτέρου τῷ τετάρτῳ σύζευξις τὸ 
ἐν διανομῇ δίκαιόν ἐστι 3 ὃ 12), since by such conjunction the position 
of the two parties, relatively to one another, is not altered, whether, 
as in democracy, A and # are equal, and therefore C and D, or, 
as in oligarchy and aristocracy, a difference is assumed between the 
persons, which therefore necessitates a difference in the shares 
assigned to them. Distributive justice then may be represented by 
the formula 

A+C:B+D:A:B. 
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But mathematically when A taken together with C is to # taken 
together with D as 4 is to 8, A, &, C, 0 are said to be in geome- 
trical proportion. Hence distributive justice is a geometrical pro- 
portion. 

At this point I would call attention to 3 §§ 11, 12: wore καὶ τὸ 
ὅλον πρὸς TO ὅλον ὅπερ ἢ νομὴ συνδυάξει" Kav οὕτως συντεθῇ, δικαίως 
συνδυάζει. apa τοῦ πρώτου ὅρου τῷ τρίτῳ καὶ ἡ τοῦ δευτέρου τῷ 
τετάρτῳ σύζευξις τὸ ἐν διανομῇ δίκαιόν ἐστι" καὶ μέσον τὸ δίκαιον τοῦτ᾽ 
ἐστὶ Tov παρὰ τὸ ἀνάλογον. Here σύζευξις seems to mean what in the 
language of proportion is called σύνθεσις (cf. Eucl. v. Def. 15), our 
‘componendo;’ the more familiar word being employed in prefer- 
ence to the technical one, because, according to strict usage, σύν- 
θεσις can hardly be applied to the union of persons and things. 

2. Corrective justice, the function of which is to remove ine- 
quality after it has arisen, deprives the gainer of his unjust gain, and 
restores to the loser his unjust loss, the words ‘gain’ and ‘loss’ being 
used in an extended sense. The author does not limit this kind of 
justice to the correction of ἀκούσια συναλλάγματα, but says expressly, 
2 §§ 12, 13, 4. ὃ 1, that it is also concerned with ἑκούσια συναλλάγ- 
para (πρᾶσις, ὠνή, κιτ.λ.), i.e. with the correction of voluntary transac- 
tions in which the balance has been disturbed. Cases of such dis- 
turbance will hereafter present themselves. 

Now when one man has appropriated what belongs to another, 
the latter has as much less, as the former has more, than his just 
right. Hence the former is in excess of the latter by twice the 
amount by which the former is in excess, or the latter in defect, of 
his just right. Manifestly justice is attained when the unjust gain of 
the one is taken from him and restored to the other. 

But what we have called the just right of both is an arithmetical 
mean between the excessive position of the one and the defective 
position of the other. Corrective justice is therefore represented by 
an arithmetical proportion in which the positions of the two parties, 
after the wrong and before the correction of it, are the extremes. Of 
course, as the author points out in 5 § 4, it may be necessary, In 
estimating the loss of the injured person, to take into account his 
superior position. It is not necessary to take into account the wrong 
done to the state, because we are now considering injustice of the 
particular kind, which consists in unfairness,—not universal injustice, 
which consists in the violation of law. 

3. At the beginning of ch. 5 the author criticizes the Pythago- 
rean theory that justice consists in τὸ ἀντιπεπονθός, i.e, τὸ ἀντιπεπονθὸς 
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τὸ κατ᾽ ἰσότητα, or retaliation, and objects that it does not apply 
either to distributive, or to corrective, justice. In commercial trans- 
actions however τὸ ἀντιπεπονθός is the bond of society: but the ayre- 
πεπονθός which regulates commercial transactions is, not ro avturerov- 
θὸς τὸ κατ᾽ ἰσότητα (retaliation), but ro ἀντιπεπονθὸς τὸ κατ᾽ ἀναλογίαν 
(reciprocal proportion). Now ἢ κατ᾽ ἀναλογίαν ἀντίδοσις is secured by 
ἢ κατὰ διάμετρον σύζευξις, i.e. the conjunction of 4 and D, B and C. 
For example, let 4 be a builder, B a shoemaker, C a house, and 
Dashoe. If A and B agree that a house and a shoe are of equal 
value, barter may take place without altering the position of A and B 
relatively to one another: or in the symbolism of ch. 3, | 


At+tD:B+C::A:B, 
whence A:B:D:C. 


But as barter does not take place between persons of the same 
trade, the transaction will be in general more complicated, C and D 
not being of equal value. In general then B will give to 4 x shoes 
in return for his house. Hence commercial justice 15 represented in 
general by the proportion 

A+xzD:B+C::4:3B, 
whence as before | 
A: B:%x¢D:C. 

Now when 4: 3 :: 2 - C, A and C, B and xD, are said to be 
reciprocally proportional (ἀντιπεπονθέναι). Hence commercial jus- 
tice is represented by reciprocal proportion, τὸ ἀντιπεπονθὸς τὸ κατ᾽ 
ἀναλογίαν. 

It will be observed (1) that in this explanation of ch. 5 I have 
followed exactly the method of interpretation adopted in ch. 3; (2) 
that according to my view the author not only limits the application 
of τὸ ἀντιπεπονθός to commercial transactions, but also gives a new 
meaning to the phrase by the addition of the words τὸ κατ᾽ ἀναλογίαν ; 
(3) that I conceive the author to say no more than that ‘4 and B 
exchange on equal terms if xD is equivalent to C, x having been 
determined by the higgling of the market.’ 

Thus, as I understand the author, he justifies in ch. 3—s the 
_ assertion made in 3 ὃ 8, that ro δίκαιον τὸ ἐν μέρει is ἀνάλογόν τι, and 
assigns kinds of proportion to the several kinds of particular justice. 
In so doing he shows controversially (1) that the γεωμετρικὴ ἰσότης of 
Plato does not include all the varieties of particular justice, and (2) 
that the Pythagorean theory of τὸ ἀντιπεπονθός (retaliation) is appli- 
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cable only to commercial transactions, and to them only if by τὸ 
ἀντιπεπονθός is meant τὸ ἀντιπεπονθὸς τὸ κατ᾽ ἀναλογίαν (reciprocal 
proportion). On the other hand he has not attempted any investi- 
gation of the laws of value, and is wholly innocent of the theory 
‘“‘that the value of the product is determined by the quality of the 
labour spent upon it.” Economically, he contents himself with the 
statements that barter presumes mutual demand, and that the terms 
of the barter must be settled before, not after, the needs of the two 
parties are satisfied. 

Before proceeding to comment upon the chapter in detail, it will 
be convenient to notice some other passages in which τὸ ἀντιπε- 
πονθός plays a part. 

(1) While in barter 4 and B exchange on equal terms wares, 
C and xD, which are equal in value, when proportion is used to 
express the claims of the superior and the inferior in friendship, 4 
and 2, and therefore C and D, would seem to be unequal; but friend- 
ship is reduced to a simple case of barter on equal terms, if we 
assume that the inferior is entitled to the greater amount of assis- 
tance, the superior to the greater amount of respect. Thus unequal 
friends barter assistance and respect, precisely as the shoemaker and 
the weaver barter wares. JV. &. 1x. 1 § 1. vu. 7 ὃ 2. 8 § 1. 11 
§ 1 sqq. 148 2. Cf. Plat. Huthyphr. 15 a. 

(2) It follows that a good man will not be on terms of friendship 
with a superior, unless the superior in rank is also superior in merit, 
because otherwise the inferior will not feel for the superior that love 
and regard by which alone he can requite superior services. JV. 2. 
vill. 6 § 6. 

" (3) As however friendship in general assumes equality of persons, 
quantitative equality (τὸ κατὰ ποσόν) is the primary rule of friendly 
intercourse, i.e. the same service which A at one time renders to B, 
# at another time renders to 4, proportionate equality (τὸ κατ᾽ ἀξίαν, 
cf. Polit. v. 1. p. 195. 8) being of secondary importance. In justice, 
on the contrary, proportionate equality ranks first, quantitative equality 
second. WV. £. vu. 7 § 3. (Geometrical proportion is said to be 
κατὰ ποιότητα, arithmetical proportion κατὰ ποσότητα, cf. Nicomach. 
Gerasen. 11. 21 § 5. Polit. vit. (v.) 3. p. 198. 3.) Thus arithmetical 
proportion takes precedence of reciprocal proportion as the rule of 
friendship, because friends are in general equals and exchange 
actually equal services: if however the friends are unequal, the rule 
of friendship is proportionate, qualitative, equality, i.e. that kind of 
geometrical proportion which is called reciprocal. 
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(4) Manifestly in barter > i 


2D 

age: ss 

the formula 4: A: 24D: ie: preferred to A; B:: C: xD only 
because the former proportion represents the relations of A and B 
after the exchange, the latter their relations before it. Now from 
these two proportions which represent the relations of A and B 
before and after the exchange, we obtain the proportion 


A: B: Bi A. 


Accordingly the author of the σα Moradia, 1. 34§ 11, substitutes for 
the Eudemian theory the simple statement that just exchange takes 
place ‘when the farmer is to the builder, as the builder is to the 
farmer’, i.e. when the offers of the two have been equated by the 
ordinary process of higgling. 

(5) Finally in Fo/it. τι. 2. p. 24. 10 we are told that the members of 
the social union are diverse, διύπερ τὸ ἴσον τὸ ἀντιπεπονθὸς cuter τὰς 
moAes, ὥσπερ ἐν τοῖς ἠθικοῖς εἴρηται mporepov: 1.6. the citizen, as we 
shall see in 6 § 7, renders τιμὴ καὶ γέρας to the magistrate in return 
for his services. 

$1. δοκεῖ δέ τισι, κιτιλ.] For the Pythagorean doctrine see Af. AZ. 
1. 34 §§ 13—15, and Alexand, on Metaph. 1. 5. p. 985. ὁ, 26 (quoted by 
Zeller, 1. 360) τῆς μὲν γὰρ δικαιοσύνης ἴδιον ὑπολαμβάνοντες εἶναι τὸ 
ἀντιπεπονθός τε καὶ ἴσον, ἐν τοῖς ἀριθμοῖς τοῦτο εὑρίσκοντες OV, διὰ τοῦτο 
καὶ τὸν ἰσάκις ἴσον ἀριθμὸν mperee cheyew εἶναι δικαιοσύνην" τοῦτον δὲ 
οἱ μὲν τὸν τέσσαρα ἔλεγον, ....οἱ δὲ τὸν ἐννέα. See also Zheolog. Arith. 
p. 28 (Ast), where the Pythagorean definition of justice is said to be 
δύναμις ἀποδόσεως τοῦ ἴσου καὶ τοῦ προσήκοντος, ἐμπεριεχομένη ἀριθμοῦ 
τετραγώνου περισσοῦ μεσύτητι. In spite of Alexander Lc. the avrere 
πονθός of the Pythagoreans seems to have been, not reciprocal pro- 
portion, but, as our author expressly states, simple retaliation. 

The wording of this opening sentence is rather strange, ὡρίζοντο 
yop ἁπλῶς, κιτ.λ, being wholly superfluous. Is it possible that the 
words καὶ τὸ ἀντιπεπονθὸς εἶναι ἁπλῶς δίκαιον are interpolated, and 
that the text should stand {π5--δοκεῖ δέ τισιν ὥσπερ οἱ Πυθ 
ἔφασαν" ὠρίζοντο γὰρ ἁπλῶς, κιτιλ᾿ δ΄ I omit ἄλλῳ, (which Bekker 
inserts at the end of the sentence on the authority of ΚΡ P only,) 
because it is grammatically impossible to combine it with dvrurerov- 
éés. Grant, who translates ‘retaliation on one’s neighbour,” seems 
to forget that dvrurerovéds expresses the notion of retaliation, not 
actively, but passively. I suspect that ἄλλῳ is a corruption of ἄλλως 
prefixed to one of the double readings which in the following sentence 
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are preserved by P», and therefore may have occurred in the common 
progenitor of P> and K», 


§3. καίτοι----γένοιτο] ‘Zwingerus hunc ὃ transposuit post vocabula 
ἀντιπεπονθὸς ἄλλῳ methodo, ut dicit, iubente, etsi contra omnium 
codicum auctoritatem.” (Zell.) This change seems to me wholly 
unnecessary. 

τά τ᾽ ἔρεξε] τά κ᾽ ἔρεξε, the reading of the MSS., can hardly be 
right. The line is quoted also by Seneca, de morte Claud. 14. 


§ 4. πολλαχοῦ yap διαφωνεῖ The inapplicability of this theory 
to cases of distributive justice is assumed as obvious. ‘There is more 
to be said for its applicability to corrective justice, and therefore the 
author 15 careful to show that even here the Pythagorean principle is 
inadequate. 


§ 5. ἔτι τὸ ἑκούσιον, κιτ.λ.] 1.6. the principle of retaliation ignores 
the important distinction between wrongs done voluntarily and wrongs 
done involuntarily, of which more hereafter. 


§ 6. ἐν μὲν ταῖς κοινωνίαις, κιτ.λ.] ‘ Interdum oppositio per part. 
pev indicata et inchoata non accurate continuatur, cuius usus ex- 
empla attulit Waitz ad Anal, Prior. τι. 61.a.19.” Berlin Index, 5. ν. 
μέν. 

κατ᾽ ἀναλογίαν καὶ μὴ κατ᾽ ἰσότητα] 1.6. the ἀντιπεπονθύς which 
regulates commercial transactions is not, a§ the Pythagoreans think, τὸ 
ἀντιπεπονθὸς τὸ Kar ἰσότητα, ‘retaliation,’ but τὸ ἀντιπεπονθὸς τὸ κατ᾽ 
ἀναλογίαν, ‘reciprocal. proportion.’ For, as will appear presently, 
commercial justice is represented by the formula 4: B:: D: C; 
and when 4:8 :: D: C, A and C, B and JD, are said by the 
Greek geometricians ἀντιπεπονθέναι ‘to be reciprocally proportional.’ 
Vide Euclid vi. 15 ἔστω ἴσα τρίγωνα ta ABT, ΑΔΕ, μίαν μιᾷ ἴσην 
ἔχοντα γωνίαν τὴν ὑπὸ BAT τῇ ὑπὸ ΔΑΕ λέγω ὅτι τῶν ABI, ΑΔΕ τρι- 
γώνων ἀντιπεπόνθασιν αἱ πλευραὶ ai περὶ τὰς ἴσας γωνίας, τουτέστιν 
ὅτι ἐστὶν ὡς ἡ ΤᾺ πρὸς τὴν ΑΔ οὕτως ἡ EA πρὸς τὴν AB. See also 
Simson’s Def. 2 of Bk. vi. “Two magnitudes are said to be recipro- 
cally proportional to two others, when one of the first 1s to one of 
the other magnitudes as the remaining one of the last two is to the 
remaining one of the first.” Cf. Aristot. A/cch. 3. p. 850. @. 39. ὃ οὖν 
τὸ κινούμενον βάρος πρὸς τὸ κινοῦν, TO μῆκος πρὸς TO μῆκος avTt- 
πέπονθεν. 

Grant objects that this passage is inconsistent with Po/i?. τι. 
2. p. 24. 11. “For while Pod. 11. ii. 4 says that ‘equal retaliation pre- 
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serves the State,’ 2:2}. Vic. v. v. 6. says that ‘ Retaliation is a bond 
of union provided that it be on principles not of equality, but of 
proportion.’ In fact the remarks on Retaliation in the λές have 
all the appearance of being a development and improvement of those 
in the Polttics.” Vol. 1. p. 51. The inconsistency is merely appa- 
‘rent. Grant forgets that ἀντιπεπονθὸς κατ᾽ ἀναλογίαν καὶ μὴ κατ᾽ 
ἰσότητα is an ἴσον just as much as ἀντιπεπονθὸς κατ᾽ ἰσότητα, since 
every ἀναλογία is an ἰσότης λόγων. In fact ro ἴσον τὸ ἀντιπεπονθός 
in Poltt, 1. 2 is identical with ἀντιπεπονθὸς κατ᾽ ἀναλογίαν here: 
cf. § 8 ἐὰν οὖν πρῶτον 7, «.7.A. It will be observed that in the place 
in the Politics the statement ro ἴσον τὸ ἀντιπεπονθὸς σώζει τὰς πόλεις 
rests upon the statement that the πόλιες, being an organised unity, 
has diverse reciprocating elements, just as in the present passage 
the doctrine of τὸ ἀντιπεπονθὸς τὸ κατ᾽ ἀναλογίαν rests upon the 
diversity of reciprocating professions, ὃ 9, and as in vill. 7 §§ 2, 3 τὸ 
κατ᾽ ἀξίαν is introduced to regulate friendship between persons in 
diverse positions. Moreover in οί, 11. 2. p. 24. 17 an example 
is introduced which at once reminds us of the chapter before us. 
So far from seeing any inconsistency, I should rather infer from the 
passage in the /oditics (as from that in vii1.), that the lost Nico- 
machean discussion of τὸ avrurerovO0s corresponded in the main with 
that which has been preserved in this Eudemian book. 

ἢ yap τὸ κακῶς, κιτ.λ.] ‘If the citizens are so completely subjected 
to one or more individuals that they cannot requite any evil which is 
done to them, they are rather slaves than citizens: if they do not 
requite good, there is no reciprocity to bind the citizens together.’ 


§ 7. διὸ καὶ Χαρίτων, κιτ.λ.] ‘Hence it is (i.e. because the sta- 
bility of the state depends upon τὸ ἀντιποιεῖν ἀνάλογον) that men 
set up a shrine of the Χάριτες in some frequented place.’ For ép- 
ποδών cf. Iv. 7 § τό περὶ τὰ μὴ λίαν ἐμποδὼν καὶ φανερά, but the 
word does not seem very appropriate. Should we read ἐν πόλεσιν ἢ 
According to the commentators a temple to the Graces was fre- 
quently to be found in the ἀγορά of a Greek town. For the Χάριτες 
as patronesses and personifications of εὐεργεσία and εὐεργεσίας ἀπό- 
δοσις cf. Philodem. περὶ εὐσεβείας : τὸν Δία νόμον φησὶν εἶναι καὶ 
τὰς Χάριτας τὰς ἡμετέρας καταρχὰς καὶ τὰς ἀνταποδόσεις τῶν εὐεργεσιῶν.᾿ 
Gomperz Herkulanische Studien τι. 81. 

ἀνθυπηρετῆσαΐ τε yap, «.t.4.] Mich. Ephes. tries to show that 
these lessons are implied in the conventional attitude of the Χάριτες. 


§ 8. ἡ κατὰ διάμετρον ovfevéis] This phrase is understood by 
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the older commentators and by Grant to mean the junction of 
the diagonals 4D, BC in the square ABDC, by Williams to 
mean the junction of one diagonal of a parallelogram, the sides of 
which are the lines 4, B, D, C. 


Architect (4) Shoemaker (2). 





_ House (C) Shoes (2) 


But (1) ἐφ᾽ ᾧ A, «7.4. are lines, not, as in Grant’s figure, points: 
for if we take points for our proportionals, what is the use of intro- 
ducing the notion of proportion at all? (2) in Williams’ figure, 
which avoids the former objection, DY and C are made equal.to 4 
and B, i.e. the shoes and the house to the architect and the shoe- 
maker respectively, whereas it is clear that the shoes should be equal 
to the house, the architect to the shoemaker: (3) the junction of 
the diagonal is called in Greek ἐπίζευξις, not ovlevgis ; vide Euclid 
passim: (4) the editors fail to show why ‘the junction of the 
diagonal’ is mentioned, whereas the author says expressly that ἡ xara 
διάμετρον σύζευξις produces τὴν ἀντίδοσιν τὴν κατ᾽ ἀναλογίαν, and im- 
plies that ἡ κατὰ διάμετρον σύξευξις and the proportion “ : 8. D:C 
are both of them ways of representing the operation of barter; com- 
pare § 8 with § 12. 

Now it seems reasonable to assume that σύζευξις is used here in 
the same sense as in 3 § 12, and that if ov€evés in the last-named 
passage means the ‘composition’ of 4 and C, B and D, ἡ xara 
διάμετρον σύξευξις, ‘cross-conjunction, means the ‘composition’ of 
A and D, Band C. 

‘Cross-conjunction ’ then will give us the proportion 

A+D:B+CuA:B, 
whence 4: B:: D: Cas in § 12. 

This interpretation is confirmed by Z. 25. vit. 10 § 9, 10, where 
we are told that in an unequal friendship the ὑπερέχων conceives his 
claims to be represented by the formula ws αὐτὸς πρὸς τὸν ἐλάττω οὕτω 
τὸ παρὰ τοῦ ἐλάττονος γινόμενον πρὸς TO Tap αὐτοῦ, but that the ὕπερε- 
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χόμενος τοὐναντίον στρέφει τὸ ἀνάλογον καὶ κατὰ διάμετρον -συζεύγνυσιν. 
That is to say, if 4 and Z are the persons, C and .22 their claims, A, 
the superior in rank, thinking himself entitled to superior advantages, 

A+C_ 4 A 


C se 

argues that ——— BaD = BR =p m7 the other hand JB, the in- 
: ᾿ ee τ ae A+D A 

ferior, holding that ‘noblesse oblige,’ maintains oe 2: "- 2’ ur 


f= δ᾽ These opposing views are reconciled here in the same way 
as in the JVic. Eth. (see above, introductory note upon this chapter): 
i.e. the ὑπερεχόμενος is held to be entitled to superior service, the 
ὑπερέχων to superior respect ; and consequently κέρδος and τιμή must 
be bartered against one another, just as the house and the shoes are 
bartered in commerce. In this way equality is effected. 

ἐφ᾽ ᾧ A] See note on 4 ὃ 12. Here, and again in ὃ 12, the 
terms of the proportion are specified, but the example is not worked 
out; may we infer that the treatise was supplemented by extempore 
additions? Cf. Anal. Prior. 1. 46. p. 52. a. τό. 

τοῦ αὑτοῦ! Bekker reads ro αὐτοῦ, taking no notice of the reading 
of the MSS. 

ἐὰν οὖν πρῶτον, «.t..|] ‘If the article offered by the shoemaker is 
equal in value to the article offered by the builder, and then the 
exchange is effected, the demands of commercial justice will be satis- 
fied. Otherwise the transaction is not equal and does not hold, 
because the article offered by the one may be, and in this case is, 
more valuable than the article offered .by the other.’ For example 
(1) a husbandman goes into the market with a bushel of corn and a 
shoemaker with a pair of shoes. If the husbandman and the shoe- 
maker agree that the bushel of corn is κατ᾽ ἀναλογίαν equal to the 
pair of shoes (ἐὰν οὖν πρῶτον ἦ τὸ κατὰ τὴν ἀναλογίαν ἴσον), in other 
words that the bushel of corn is equal in value to the pair of shoes, 
and then the articles are exchanged (elra τὸ ἀντιπεπονθὸς γένηται), 
the justice of commerce is satisfied. But if (2) a builder offers a 
house whilst the shoemaker offers only one pair of shoes, the market- 
value of the house being more than one pair of shoes, an exchange 
on this basis will not be equal and permanent. Hence the shoe- 
maker must offer several pairs of shoes, the number of pairs being 
determined by the higgling of the market. 

οὐδὲ συμμένει]7 ‘The settlement is not a final one’: for one of 
the two parties will be obliged to have recourse to corrective ¢ justice 
in order to obtain his rights. 
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5. 9. ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων τεχνῶν] See noteon 4§12. ‘The statement 
already made in regard to the arts of the builder and the shoemaker 
holds generally of all the arts.’ (The remark is hardly necessary, but 
cf. Polit. 1. 9. p. 13. 22 Tov αὐτὸν δὲ τρύπον ἔχει καὶ περὶ τῶν ἄλλων 
κτημάτων. IIL. 11. p. 76. 20 ὁμοίως δὲ τοῦτο καὶ περὶ τὰς ἄλλας ἐμπειρίας 
καὶ τέχνας.) ‘They would fall into disuse if there were no exchange, 
and in order that an exchange may take place, some method of 
equalizing unequal wares is required, exchange being between mem- 
bers of different trades or professions, whose wares are necessarily 
unlike.’ 

ἀνῃροῦντο yap av, κιτ.λ.} This sentence is written and punctuated 
by the editors thus: ἀνῃροῦντο yap av, εἰ μὴ ἐποίει τὸ ποιοῦν καὶ ὅσον 
καὶ οἷον, καὶ τὸ πάσχον ἔπασχε τοῦτο καὶ τοσοῦτον καὶ τοιοῦτον, and is 
understood to mean “for they would have been destroyed if there had 
not been the producer producing so much, and of a certain kind, and 
the consumer {τὸ πάσχον) consuming just the Same quantity and 
quality” (Grant). Accepting this interpretation I formerly suggested 
(Fournal of Philology 1872, tv. 318), the insertion of ἃ before ἐποίει, a 
conjecture which Rassow had anticipated. But on further con- 
sideration I find myself wholly unable to harmonize the sentence, as 
it is ordinarily punctuated and interpreted, with the main argument. 
It is true that “the arts would perish if there were no demand for 
their products:” but how does this tend to prove the necessity and 
importance of the principle of proportionate exchange? Moreover 
the terms ποιοῦν and πάσχον (which as Grant himself says “may 
probably have some reference to the avtirerovds”) imply that the 
reciprocity of the transaction is what we are here concerned with. 
The sense required is then ‘for the arts would fall into disuse if the 
article manufactured by 4 and received in exchange by B were not 
somehow equated with the article manufactured by # and received 
in exchange by A.’ Cf. § 10 τοῦτο δ᾽, εἰ μὴ ἴσα εἴη πως, οὐκ ἔσται. This 
meaning I try to get by changing the punctuation, and making τοῦτο 
the subject, instead of the object, of ἔπασχε: ἀνῃροῦντο γὰρ ἄν, εἰ μὴ 
ἐποίει τὸ ποιοῦν, καὶ ὅσον καὶ οἷον καὶ τὸ πάσχον (subaud. πάσχει), ἔπασχε 
τοῦτο (i.€. τὸ ποιοῦν) καὶ τοσοῦτον καὶ τοιοῦτον" οὐ yap, «.T.A. ‘for 
the arts would perish, if the producer did not produce, and did not 
in return for his produce receive from the re recipient of it an exact 
equivalent, quantity and quality being taken into account; [an equi- 
valent, not an article precisely similar,] because two of a trade have 
no occasion to exchange their wares.’ Rassow, understanding 
the drift of the passage as I do, and admitting that it would be 
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clearer if for ἔπασχε we had ἀντεποίει or avraredidov, nevertheless 
thinks the insertion of 6 the only change which is necessary: “Man 
muss nur bedenken, dass, wie es bei dem ἀντιπεπονθύς nothig ist, 
beide Theile geben und empfangen, dass also das ποιοῦν auch ein 
πάσχον und das πάσχον auch ein ποιοῦν ist.” Forschungen Ὁ. 18. 
I should have thought that he would have found further change 
necessary, either (with Trendelenburg) the omission of τὸ before 
πάσχον, or the omission of to πάσχον, or the substitution of ἐποίει 
for ἔπασχε. Ido not of course pretend that the text naturally and 
properly bears the meaning which I have endeavoured to extract 
from it ; but rather suspect that there is a lacuna after ἐποίει, and that 
the sentence ought to run in some such way as this: ἀνῃροῦντο γὰρ 
ἄν, εἰ μὴ ἐποίει -τὸ πάσχον ὅσον Kal οἷον ποιεῖ; TO ποιοῦν, καὶ ὅσον καὶ 
οἷον καὶ τὸ πάσχον, ἔπασχε τοῦτο καὶ τοσοῦτον καὶ τοιοῦτον. 

§ 10, διὸ πάντα συμβλητά, κιτ.λ.] From this point the chapter 
abounds in repetitions. Notel (Quaest, Aristot. Spec. p. 28) would 
condemn §§ 11, 12. Rassow again finds in §§ 1o—16 three distinct 
statements of the same matter; the first being contained in ὃ to διὸ 
πάντα συμβλητὰ.---οὐκ ἔσται, the second in §§ 11—14 δεῖ apa ἑνί τινι -- 
μένειν μᾶλλον, and the third in §§ 14—16 διὸ δεῖ πάντα---πέντε κλῖναι, 
The difficulty is also discussed by Imelmann, Odservat. Crit. 
Ρ. 358qq. Certainly the chapter would gain in perspicuity if §§ 1:— 
16 were rejected. The remarks upon currency, both as to thought 
and as to expression, recal Plat. Aep. 11. 371 B. Laws XI. 918 B. 
Polit, 289 Ἑ. 


§ 11. ἢ οὐκ ἔσται ἀλλαγὴ] These words apply to the former of 
the two cases mentioned (εἰ μηθὲν δέοιντο); ἢ οὐχ ἡ αὐτῇ to the latter 
(ἢ μη ὁμοίως). 

ὅτι οὐ φύσει, κιτιλ)}] Cf. Polit. 1. 9. p. 14. 28 566. 

ὃ 12. εἰς σχῆμα δ᾽ ἀναλογίας, κιτ.λ.] I have materially altered 
the punctuation of this sentence which is usually printed thus: εἰς 
σχῆμα δ' ἀναλογίαν οὐ δεῖ ἃ eye, ὅταν ἀλλάξωνται' εἰ δὲ μή, ἀμφοτέρας 
ἕξει τὰς ὑπεροχὰς 1 τὸ ἕτερον ἄ ἄκρον. ἀλλ᾽ ὅταν ἔχωσι τὰ αὐτῶν, οὕτως ἴσοι 
καὶ κοινωνοί, ὅτι αὕτη κἡ ἰσότης δύναται ἐπ᾿ αὐτῶν γίνεσθαι. γεωργὸς 
A, κατιλ,, As I understand this difficult passage, it is a warning 
that the terms of the bargain must be determined by the ordi- 
nary process of higgling, before the exchange takes place, that is, 
during the continuance of the mutual demand, ef. § 11: eg. A 
must arrange with J, before the transfer is effected, how many pairs 
of shoes the latter is to give him in return for a house. If 4 
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accepts one pair of shoes on account, trusting that & will subse- 
quently make up to him the market value of the house, and # takes 
advantage of A’s negligence, it 15 no longer an affair of commercial 
justice, but of corrective justice, which, as has been pointed out in 
2 δὲ 12, 13 and in 4 § 1, plays a part in the rectification of voluntary 
transactions such as πρᾶσις, ὠνή, δανεισμός, ἐγγύη, χρῆσις, παρακατα- 
θήκη, μίσθωσις, as well as in the rectification of involuntary transac- 
tions such as κλυπή, μοιχεία, κιτιλ. In the case supposed 4 has now 
got one pair of shoes only, whilst # has got a house worth x pairs of 
shoes, and « —1 pairs of shoes into the bargain. Hence 4 has «—1 
pairs of shoes less than his just right, # has x —1 pairs of shoes more 
than his just right. Thus # has the advantage of 4 to the extent of 
2 (5 -- τὴ pairs of shoes: in the language of our author ‘@ has both 
superiorities.’ If then the time for arranging the terms of the bargain is 
allowed to pass by, the two parties to the transaction are to be re- 
garded as two extremes, one of which exceeds the mean by as much as 
the mean exceeds the other: the reciprocal proportion of commercial 
justice must therefore be supplemented by the arithmetical propor- 
tion of corrective justice. The words to ἕτερον ἄκρον point unmis- 
takeably to this interpretation, since 4 and # cannot possibly be 
regarded as extremes in the proportion 4:8::D:C. For ὅταν 
ἔχωσι τὰ αὑτῶν the commentators refer to 4 §§ 8, 14, forgetting that, 
whereas by corrective justice each recovers his own, commercial 
justice is attained when each surrenders his own (cf. § 8 δεῖ...., αὐτὸν 
ἐκείνῳ μεταδιδόναι τοῦ αὐτοῦ). It seems to me clear that in the present 
passage these words are antithetical to ὅταν ἀλλάξωνται, and mean ‘be- 
fore they have delivered up their respective wares.’ H. Richards 
anticipates me in referring to 4 §§ 1ro—12 for the explanation of 
ἀμφοτέρας τὰς ὑπεροχάς and τὸ ἕτερον ἄκρον ( Fournal of Philology 1872, 
Iv. 150), but interprets otherwise. 


§ 13. οὐκ ἀλλάττονται, ὥσπερ, κιτ.λ.] Bekker reads ἐξαγωγῆς with 
K», and places a comma after ofvov. We must then construe: ‘whereas 
when & wants what 4 has, wine for example, they exchange; that 15, 
A gives it to him in return for the privilege of exporting corn,’ But 
(r) the separation of the words οἷον οἴνου from διδόντες, κιτιλ., which 
this reading involves, is surely an unnecessary complication of a sen- 
tence already harsh enough; and (2) I conceive that the weight, as 
well as the bulk, of the MS. authority is against ἐξαγωγῆς. For 
ὥσπερ with ἀλλάττονται understood from οὐκ ἀλλάττονται in the main 
sentence, ‘as they do when,’ ‘whereas they do exchange when,’ see 


f—2 
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Berlin Index. In the present instance the construction is all the 
harsher because διδόντες belongs grammatically to both the parties 
concerned, whereas in sense it refers only to one of them. For 
αὐτός used to distinguish the person chiefly thought of from the 
other person concerned (rts), cf. 8 ὃ 3 ὥσπερ εἴ τις λαβὼν τὴν χεῖρα 
αὐτοῦ, «.t.X, The same illustration of exchange occurs in Polt#. 1. 9. 
p. 14. 3 οἷον οἶνον πρὸς σῖτον διδόντες καὶ λαμβάνοντες. ἐξαγωγή is 
commonly translated here ‘an export’: but the passages referred to 
in the Berlin Index seem to show that it is ‘the privilege of ex- 
porting.’ Cf. Theophr. περὶ ἀλαζονείας. 


§ 14. μηδὲν δεῖται͵)]͵ Apparently the subject of δεῖται is τις sup- 
plied from δέηταί τις. 

Sei, x.r.X.] Rassow’s conjecture, ἀεὶ yap τοῦτο φέροντι ἔσται 
λαβεῖν, is tempting. 


§ 15. οἰκία, x.7.A.] ‘The house A and the bed I are, τῇ ἀληθείᾳ, 
incommensurable ; but their values may be compared zpos τὴν χρείαν, 
and expressed in minas. Now if the house is worth 5 minas and the 
bed 1, 5 beds=1 house: and in primitive times, before currency 
was invented, the terms of the contract were formulated in this way.’ 


8 τό. 7 xAtvat] Rassow (Forschungen Ὁ. 94) conjectures ἢ κλίψας: 
“‘denn das unpersonliche διαφέρει hat entweder einen indirecten 
Fragesatz oder Infinitive nach sich.” I have allowed the text to 
stand, thinking that διαφέρει is used personally, its subject being the 
whole phrase ἢ κλῖναι, x.7.4., and that in that phrase a participle, not 


an infinitive, 15 suppressed. 


§§ 17—19. In these sections the investigation of the questions 
proposed in 1 § 1 is concluded, and its results are summarized. It 
remains in the second half of the book to distinguish particular kinds 
of δίκαιον and ἄδικον, to investigate δίκαιον and ἄδικον as exhibited by 
individuals, to discuss certain supplementary ἀπορίαι, and to deter- 
mine the relations subsisting between justice and ἐπιείκεια. 

ἡ δὲ δικαιοσύνη, x.7..] With Rassow I have inserted ris after 
μεσότης (ΚΡ L> P), and δὲ after αὐτόν (K> L> ΟΡ P>), and sub- 
stituted ἄλλαις for πρότερον (K> L> Pb). For the form of the sen- 
tence cf. ro § 3, 6. 

ὅτι μέσον ἐστίν͵] The original theory of ἀρετή as a μεσότης is here 
virtually admitted to be a failure so far as justice is concerned. 
Nevertheless in the 25. 25. 11. 3 § 4 κέρδος, ζημία, and δίκαιον stand 
side by side with ἀσωτία, ἀνελευθερία, ἐλευθεριότης. 
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καὶ ὥσπερ, x.t.A.] See Introduction, On dislocations in the 
text. 


ἢ 18. τοῦ ἴσου τοῦ κατ᾽ ἀναλογίαν] ‘This genitive is not anacolu- 
thic, as it belongs to the main sentence, and is regularly governed by 
διανεμητικός. 

ἢ δ᾽ ἀδικία τοὐναντίον, κιτ.λ.] 1. 6. κα δ' ἀδικία τοὐναντίον [ἐστὶ καθ᾽ 
ἣν ὁ ἄδικος λέγεται πρακτικὸς κατὰ προαίρεσιν] τοῦ ἀδίκου. 

ἐπὶ δὲ τῶν ἄλλων, κιτιλ.] ‘The statement made in the preceding 
sentence, that ἐῴ αὐτοῦ the unjust man assigns an unduly large share 
of what is advantageous and an unduly small share of what is harm- 
ful, from the nature of the case does not apply ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων, ie. 
when he does not himself take a share in the distribution.’ 


11 §§ 7, 8. See Introduction, On dislocations in the text. In ἢ 
I have bracketed καὶ ὥσπερ---γυμναστικῇ (vide supra, 5 8 17), and added 
ἐν οἷς δ᾽ ἀδικία----ἀδικία from 6 ὃ 4. If I am right in making the second 
of these alterations, perhaps I ought to go a step further and write 
γὰρ for δ, The sense of the passage is as follows: " ἀδικεῖσθαι and 
ἀδικεῖν are both bad, because, as has been shown, they are deviations 
from the mean; but ἀδικεῖν is the worse of the two, since it implies 
κακία, κακία which is either τελεία καὶ ἁπλῶς (if the act is ἐκ προ- 
αἱρέσεως), or nearly so (if the act, though not ἐκ προαιρέσεως, is ἑκού- 
atov). Of course ἀδικεῖσθαι may be κατὰ συμβεβηκὸς the greater evil, 
because of its possible results.’ Cf. #. Z£. τι, τὸ 88 18, τὸ for the 
distinction between προαιρετόν and ἑκούσιον, of which we shall hear 
more in the sequel. For the doctrine that it is worse ἀδικεῖν ἢ 
ἀδικεῖσθαι, see Plat. Gorg. 469 c, 508 B. 


6 § 1—3. See Introduction, On dislocations in the text. 


6 § 4.] ‘Hitherto we have been considering τὸ ἁπλῶς δίκαιον, 1. 6. 
that which is characteristic of the virtue called δικαιοσύνη, irrespective 
of the κοινωνίαι in which it is exhibited. Our statements are therefore 
true xa$édov,—of a trading company or a household as well as of a 
woAus—though our illustrations have been drawn for the most part 
from the political κοινωνία, We must now say something of δίκαιον 
as it presents itself in different κοινωνίαι : and of these species of 
δίκαιον, τὸ πολιτικὸν δίκαιον, i.e. the δίκαιον of a community of free 
and equal citizens, is the most perfect representation of τὸ ἁπλῶς 
δίκαιον [and moreover concerns us most nearly, as this treatise is 
preparatory to a treatise on politics]. Other species of δίκαιον are 
τὸ δεσποτικόν, τὰ πατρικόν, and τὸ οἰκονομικόν, which differ from τὸ 





102 [NICOMACHEAN] ETHICS V. 6 § 4 


πολιτικὸν δίκαιον in so far as (1) master and slave, (2) father and 
son, (3) husband and wife are not ἐλεύθεροι καὶ ἴσοι ἢ Kar avado- 
yiav ἢ κατ᾽ ἀριθμόν possessing definite rights secured to them by 
law. Of the three relations the last exhibits the nearest approach to 
τὸ πολιτικὸν δίκαιον." ᾿ 

It will be seen that in dealing with the three imperfect or καθ᾽ 
ὁμοιότητα δίκαια Eudemus takes a purely legal view, recognizing no 
rights except those which are embodied in law, and no law except 
written law. Hence it has been supposed by some that the three 
καθ᾽ ὁμοιότητα δίκαια are not included in τὸ ἁπλῶς δίκαιον, and con- 
sequently that τὸ ἁπλῶς δίκαιον is identical with τὸ πολιτικὸν δίκαιον. 
This is surely a mistake. In so far as there is ἃ δίκαιον between 
father and son, the statements made about ro ἁπλῶς δίκαιον are true 
of it ; τὸ ἀντυπεπονθός at any rate is very fully realized in this relation, 
since father and son, like unequal friends (JV. Z. 1x. 1 § 1), or magis- 
trate and citizen (Po/it. 11. 2. p. 24. 13), barter protection and honour. 
Hence ὅταν γονεῦσι μὲν τέκνα ἀπονέμῃ ἃ δεῖ τοῖς γεννήσασι, γονεῖς δὲ 
υἱέσιν ἃ δεῖ τοῖς τέκνοις, μόνιμος ἡ τῶν τοιούτων καὶ ἐπιεικὴς ἔσται φιλία 
(ὑπ. 7 ὃ 2). Moreover there are other relations in which δίκαιον is 
more perfectly realized than in the more or less one-sided relations of 
the household. Thus a trading company and an épavos are κοινωνίαι 
governed by law, and consequently have their respective δίκαια, 
which are not identical with ro πολιτικὸν δίκαιον : cf. omnino JV. £. 
vul. 9 §§ 4—6. I cannot therefore assent to the statement of Rassow 
that τὸ ἁπλῶς δίκαιον and ro πολιτικὸν δίκαιον are different expres- 
sions for the same thing (Forschungen p. 123). Again I cannot 
allow that there is any force in the criticism of Trendelenburg : 
“according to the traditional arrangement of the text the words 
Set δὲ μὴ λανθάνειν, x.r.A. are preceded by two chapters and a half 
in which the distributive and corrective justice of the state are 
discussed at length: the warning that we must not overlook τὸ πολι- 
τικὸν δίκαιον is therefore in this place unmeaning” (Beitrdge 111. 418). 
It is quite true that in the preceding chapters τὸ ἁπλῶς δίκαιον has 
been constantly regarded in its political form, because reference to 
some particular kind of δίκαιον was necessary, and political δίκαιον 
afforded the most convenient examples. But nothing has been said 
which is not capable of application to other forms of δίκαιον. Now, 
however, we may proceed to distinguish the several species of τὸ 
ἁπλῶς δίκαιον, and to contrast the most important species, viz. wo- 
λιτικὸν δίκαιον, with the δίκαια of the household. 

ἢ κατ᾽ ἀναλογίαν ἣ κατ᾽ apiOucv|] Equality may be either actual or 
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proportionate. Thus it may be assumed that all free men are κατ᾽ 
ἀριθμὸν ἴσοι, and therefore that in distributions of conquests and of 
offices all should share alike. Again in an aristocracy, (and in βασι- 
λεία, the limiting case of ἀριστοκρατία, where the claims of a single 
person are in virtue of his superior merit superior to those of all 
the rest put together,) ro κατ᾽ ἀναλογίαν ἴσον is the principle assumed, 
regard being had to differences in merit. (See note on 3§7.) But 
when the citizens are not-ico. either κατ᾽ ἀναλογίαν or κατ᾽ ἀριθμόν, as 
in a δεσποτεία, there cannot be said to be πολιτικὸν δίκαιον : still 
even in this case there is a sort of δίκαιον καθ᾽ ὁμοιότητα, an undefined 
δίκαιον like that which is exhibited in the relation of master and 
slave. 

The chief passages in the Fo/itics which bear upon the subject of 
these §§ are the following : 

Ill. 9, p. 71. 21. It is generally assumed that τὸ δίκαιον consists 
in τὸ ἴσον, but τὸ ἴσον is differently interpreted. Hence the distinc- 
tion between τὸ ὀλιγαρχικὸν δίκαιον and τὸ δημοκρατικόν, 

Ill. 12. p. 78. 15. What constitutes a claim to political privi- 
leges? ‘There is something to be said for all the kinds of excellence 
which are exhibited in the sphere of the state. 

lll. 17. ἢ. 91. 31. Different sorts of πολιτικὸν δίκαιον are recog- 
nized, which are φύσει. There is however no δίκαιον κατὰ φύσιν in 
τυραννίς and the other παρεκβάσεις, because these are rapa φύσιν. 

Vil, (VI.) 2. p. 179. 11 and p. 180, 21. τὸ δημοτικὸν (or δημο- 
κρατικόν) δίκαιον consists in τὸ ἴσον ἔχειν κατ᾽ ἀριθμόν. 

vill. (VI.) 3. p. 181. 9. An ὀλιγαρχικὸν δίκαιον is recognized. 

vill, (V.) 9. p. 214. 4. τὸ δίκαιον is not the same in all polities. 
There are therefore different sorts of δικαιοσύνη, and the would-be 
politician must possess that sort which is appropriate to the constitu- 
tion of the state. 

For the words κοινωνῶν βίου cf. Polit, 1. 3. p. 62.23. ML 4. 
p. 63. 9: for πρὸς τὸ εἶναι αὐτάρκειαν cf. Polit, 11. 1, p. 60. 26. VI. 
8. p. 189. 29; and for the marked distinction here made between 
ἢ τῶν ἐλευθέρων καὶ ἴσων ἀρχή and ἡ δεσποτικὴ cf. Polit. 1. 7. Ὁ. 10, 3. 
IV, (VII.) 14. p. 110. 16. p. 121. 15. 

ἐν ols—macw ἀδικία] Zell rejects these words. Miinscher, with 
whom I so far agree, thinks that they are wrongly given in this place. 
See Introduction, On dislocations in the text. I take the sentence 
ἔστι yap δίκαιον, κιτιλι to be a justification of the preceding remarks 
about πολιτικὸν Sixatov: ‘for there is δίκαιον where there is law, and 
law exists where ἀδικία is recognized, δίκη, the administration of law, 
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being the discrimination of the just and the unjust, where by the 
unjust is meant the distribution to oneself of too large a share of 
what is ἁπλῶς good, and too small a share of what is azAds evil.’ 
Thus there is a δίκαιον πολιτικόν in a democracy, because all the 
members of a democracy are subject to law based upon a certain 
theory of mght and wrong. But between a tyrant, properly so 
called, and his subjects there is no δίκαιον πολιτικόν, because there 
is no law to determine their mutual rights and relations, and where 
there is no law there is no polity: cf. Pott. vi. (Iv.) 4. p. 154. 28 
ὅπου yap μὴ νόμοι ἄρχουσιν, οὐκ ἔστι πολιτεία. δεῖ yap τὸν μὲν νόμον 
ἄρχειν πάντων, τῶν δὲ καθ᾽ ἕκαστα τὰς ἀρχὰς καὶ τὴν πολιτείαν κρίνειν. 
For the argument as a whole cf. FPolit.1. 2. p. 4. 19 ἡ δὲ δικαιοσύνη 
πολιτικόν' ἡ yap δίκη πολιτικῆς κοινωνίας τάξις éoriv’ ἡ δὲ δίκη τοῦ 
δικαίου κρίσις. 

I have written πρὸς αὑτούς for πρὸς αὐτούς in the first clause of this 
sentence. 


8 5. διό, κιτ.λ] This question πότερον συμφέρει μᾶλλον ὑπὸ τοῦ 
ἀρίστον ἀνδρὸς βασιλείεσθαι ἢ ὑπὸ τῶν ἀρίστων νόμων is discussed 
by Plato in the /oliticus 293 Ἑ 5644. and in the Zaws 1x. 874 E— 
875 Ὁ, and by Aristotle in the Poditics 11. 15. p. 87. 3—17 and III. 
16. p. 99. I—32. p. 91. 8—18. See also Pout, ul. 11. p. 77. 3%. 

For the phraseology cf. omnino δ. 111. 10. p. 75. 1 (where 
however emendation is necessary) and 111. 16. p. 90. I τὸν apa 
νόμον ἄρχειν αἱρετώτερον μᾶλλον ἢ τῶν πολιτῶν ἕνα τινά, These 
passages would seem to countenance the reading of M*Q, ἀλλὰ τὸν 
νόμον, which is preferred by Susemihl (Bursian’s Jahresbericht 1874— 
75, p. 368); but the change is not necessary, as λόγον may mean the 
formula contained in the law; cf Fof#t. 1. 15. p. 87. 12 ἀλλὰ μὴν 
κἀκεῖνον δεῖ ὑπάρχειν τὸν λόγον Tov καθόλου τοῖς ἄρχουσιν. Plat. Polit. 
294 C παρὰ τὸν λόγον ὃν αὐτὸς []. 6. ὁ νόμος] ἐπέταξεν. Grant in his 
note on § 4 renders τὸν λόγον “the impersonal reason ;” this can 
hardly be right. 

ὅτι ἑαυτῷ τοῦτο ποιεῖ] ‘ Because a man rules in his own interest :’ 
cf. Polit. 1. 7. p. 70. 11 καὶ μὲν yap τυραννίς ἐστι μοναρχία πρὸς τὸ 
συμφέρον τὸ τοῦ μοναρχοῦντος. 

ὁ ἄρχων] ‘The magistrate who executes the law.’ There is 
a certain awkwardness in the close proximity of ὁ ἄρχων (meaning 
no more than the executive magistrate) and apyew (in the sense of 
κύριον εἶναι); but cf. Polit. vi. (Iv.) 4. p. 154. 28, quoted above on 
§ 4. Ihave marked ov γὰρ νέμει---πρότερον as a parenthesis, thinking 
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with Grant that μισθὸς apa τις, κιτιλ. is the apodosis of ἐπεὶ δ᾽ 
οὐθὲν αὐτῷ πλέον εἶναι δοκεῖ (cf. Bonitz Aristot, Stud. 1. u. 28): ‘The 
administrator is the guardian of what is just, and therefore of what 
is equal; and, seeing that it is assumed that in the distribution 
he takes no more than his due, compensation for his services must 
be given him in the shape of honour and dignity, otherwise he 
becomes a tyrant.’ 


8 6, ἐπεὶ δ᾽ οὐθέν, «.7.A.] “ But since he does not seem to gain 
at all.” Grant. Rather, I think, ‘but since ἡ} ἐς assumed that he 
does not profit in the distribution.’ 

duo ἑτέρῳ πονεῖ The modern editors except Cardwell and 
Michelet read ποιεῖ, and Bekker takes no notice of the reading πονεῖ 
which is to be found in every one of the MSS. which I have 
consulted. It may perhaps be thought at first sight that ἑαυτῷ 
τοῦτο ποιεῖ in the preceding § justifies διὸ ἑτέρῳ ποιεῖ: but a little 
consideration will show that though the two datives are in themselves 
precisely similar, τοῦτο ποιεῖ, which represents ἄρχει, is no justification 
of ποιεῖ in § 6 in the sense of “acts,” for so it is understood by 
Grant, Williams, &c. On the other hand nothing could be more 
suitable than πονεῖ, and in /o/it. τι. 5. p. 28, 24 (αὐτῶν δ᾽ αὐτοῖς 
διαπονούντων τὰ περὶ τὰς κτήσεις πλείους ἂν παρέχοι δυσκολίας) we 
have authority for the conjunction with it of a dative of the person 
interested. 

$7. μισθὸς apa tis δοτέος)7 Polit. vi. (v.) 8. p. 213. 11 τοῦ δὲ 
ἀκερδῶς ἄρχειν τιμὰς εἶναι δεῖ νενομοθετημένας τοῖς εὐδοκιμοῦσιν. Plat. 
Rep. τ. 345 Ἑ, 347 A. Here, as in unequal friendships, the assistance 
rendered by the superior and the honour or respect which compen- 
sates it are equated by means of τὸ ἀντιπεπονθός, Cf. Polit. τι. 2. 
p. 24. 11 and J, £&. vill. 1x. ut supra, 


§§ 8, 9. ‘There are in the household δίκαια which are analogous 
to the above-mentioned δίκαια of the state. Of these domestic δίκαια 
that which appears in the relation of husband and wife corresponds 
more nearly than τὸ δεσποτικόν and τὸ watpixov to the πολιτικὸν 
δίκαιον of § 4, and is the true οἰκονομικὸν δίκαιον." 

δεσποτικὸν δίκαιον, the δίκαιον which appears in the relationship of 
master and slave, and πατρικὸν δίκαιον, that which appears in the 
relationship of father and son, correspond rather to the δίκαιόν τι καὶ 
καθ᾽ ὁμοιότητα of a tyranny, because here too ἀδικία is impossible on 
the part of the superior, and therefore law has no place. Cf. Polit. 1. 
12. Ρ. 19, 16 ἐπεὶ δὲ τρία μέρη τῆς οἰκονομικῆς ἦν, ἕν μὲν δεσποτική, 
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περὶ ἧς εἴρηται προτέρον, ἕν δὲ πατρική, τρίτον δὲ γαμική" Kal yap γυναι- 
κὸς ἄρχειν καὶ τέκνων, ὡς ἐλευθέρων μὲν ἀμφοῖν, οὐ τὸν αὐτὸν δὲ τρόπον 
τῆς ἀρχῆς, ἀλλὰ γυναικὸς μὲν πολιτικῶς τέκνων δὲ βασιλικῶς, (See the 
whole of this chapter.) 

κτῆμα] ‘slave.’ Cf. Polit. 1. 4. p. 6. 7. 

ἕως ἂν Ἶ πηλίκον καὶ χωρισθῇ.] With ΚΌΡΡΝΡΟΡ, the V.A., 
Miinscher, and the Ber/in Jndex, I have omitted μή (which in all the 
editions stands before χωρισθῇ), translating ἕως ‘until’ instead of 
‘whilst’ Cf AZ AL 1. 34 § 18 ὥσπερ yap μέρος τί ἐστι τοῦ πατρὸς ὁ 
vids, πλὴν ὅταν ἤδη λάβῃ τὴν τοῦ ἀνδρὸς τάξιν Kal χωρισθῇ [ὑπ᾽] αὐτοῦ, 

§ 9. ἦν] ‘are, as we said before:’ sc. § 4. 

οἰκονομικόν] In Podit. i. 6. p. 68. 25 however olkxovopuxy as an 
epithet of ἀρχή is used comprehensively to include all three relations. 


7§ τ. οἷον τὸ μνᾶς λυτροῦσθαι.7 The editors point out that this 
passage is inconsistent with Herodot. vi. 79 ἄποινα δέ ἐστι Πελοπον- 
γησίοισι δύο μνέαι τεταγμέναι κατ᾽ ἄνδρα αἰχμάλωτον ἐκτίνειν, and Vv. 77 
χρύνῳ δὲ ἔλυσάν σῴεας διμνέως ἀποτιμησάμενοι. But, as Blakesley 
remarks, the prisoners in the latter case being the Chalcidian Hippo- 
botae, two minae “may be considered as the ransom of a man-at-arms, 
not of an inferior soldier.” One mina then may have been the ran- 
som of men of the lowest rank. 

ἢ τὸ αἶγα, κιτ.λ.} On the strength of Herodot. 11. 42 ὅσοι μὲν 
δὴ Διὸς Θηβαιέος ἵδρυνται ἱρὸν ἢ νομοῦ τοῦ Θηβαίου εἰσί, οὗτοι μέν νυν 
πάντες ὀΐων ἀπεχόμενοι αἶγας θύουσι Muretus proposed to read αἶγα 
Au θύειν ἀλλὰ μὴ πρόβατα, Cf. Δ, #.1x 2 ὶ 6. de Mirabilibus 844. a. 
35. (In Athen. Iv. 138 f θύουσι δ᾽ ἐν ταῖς κοπίσιν αἶγας ἄλλο δ᾽ οὐδὲν 
ἱερεῖον Zeus is not the divinity honoured.) But the addition of Ac 
does not explain the awkward antithesis of the singular αἶγα and the 
plural δύο πρόβατα. Is it possible that ἀλλὰ μὴ is a corruption of 
μίαν ἢν 

τὸ θύειν Βρασίδᾳ.] The editors quote Thuc. v. τι. 

&$ 2, 3. ‘Some think that all δίκαια are determined by conven- 
tion, because τὸ μὲν φύσει ἀκίνητον, τὰ δὲ δίκαια κινούμενα ὁρῶσιν, 
(This last statement, that τὰ δίκαια vary, though not true without 
qualification, is true in a manner. It is positively untrue παρὰ τοῖς 
θεοῖς; but παρ᾽ ἡμῖν, although there is a φύσει δίκαιον, every δίκαιον 
is variable.) In spite of what they say, there is a φύσει δίκαιον, as 
well as a νόμῳ dixaov.’ I conceive τοῦτο δ᾽ οὐκ ἔστιν----κινητὸν μέντοι 
wav to be a parenthetical explanation of the author’s views about 


= 
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his opponents’ minor premiss, which he practically concedes. That 
is to say, the fact that δίκαια differ in different places (κινεῖται), and 
are therefore capable of arbitrary variation (xwyra), does not disprove 
the existence of an eternal, natural δίκαιον to which the before-men- 
tioned δίκαια more or less conform, Hence δίκαια may be divided 
into (1) φύσει δίκαια, i.e, those which represent the eternal, natural 
δίκαιον, and (2) νόμῳ or συνθήκῃ δίκαια, which are wholly independent 
of it. ‘* Ein unverdnderliches Gerechte gibt es freilich unter Men- 
schen nicht, wohl aber bei den Géttern. Dagegen ein Gerechtes, 
welches sich dem Menschen allenthalben durch eigene Kraft, wenn 
auch nicht mit unwiderstehlicher Nothwendigkeit aufdringt, besteht 
allerdings.” Hildenbrand’s Rechts- und Staatsphilosophie p. 306. After 
the parenthesis the author resumes the main argument with a flat 
denial of their conclusion, leaving it to be understood that he demurs 
to their major—réo φύσει ἀκίνητον. If the sentence is not broken 
up in this way, the words ἀλλ᾽ ὅμως seem strangely out of place. 

δοκεῖ δ᾽ evwis, κιτιλ7 Cf. Plat. Laws x. 889 Ε καὶ 8) καὶ [sc. 
φασίν] τὰ καλὰ φύσει μὲν ἄλλα εἶναι νόμῳ δὲ Erepa’ τὰ δὲ δίκαια 
οὐδ᾽ εἶναι τὸ παράπαν φύσει, ἀλλ᾽ ἀμφισβητοῦντας διατελεῖν ἀλλήλοις 
καὶ μετατιθεμένους ἀεὶ ταῦτα" a 6 dv μετάθωνται καὶ ὅταν, τότε κύρια 
ἕκαστα εἶναι, γιγνόμενα τέχνῃ καὶ τοῖς νόμοις, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ δή τινι φύσει. See 
also [Plat.] J/inos 315 α---τό 8, quoted by Grant, and M .. 
I. 2 ὃ 2. 


§ 4. φύσει yap, κιτ.λ.}] Nature intends the right hand to be 
stronger than the left, but all men may become ambidextrous. In 
place of πάντας Bekker without remark reads τινάς: but as πάντας is 
found so far as I know in all the MSS. and gives a good sense, I 
have, with Fritzsche (who compares JZ. MZ. 1. 34 § 21) and Zell, re- 
stored it to the text. 


8 5. ὠνοῦνται---πωλοῦσιν] sc. of ἔμποροι. 

ὁμοίως δὲ καί, κιτ.λ.] Human δίκαια [as opposed to the eternal, 
natural δίκαιον] differ, inasmuch as the πολιτεῖαι to which they belong 
are all deviations from the one perfect πολιτεία, 


8 6. Each law stands to the variety of action included under it 
in the relation of universal to particulars: cf. Polit. 1. 8. p. 44. 2 
καθόλου yap ἀναγκαῖον γραφῆναι, αἱ δὲ πράξεις περὶ τῶν καθ᾽ ἕκαστον 
εἰσίν, This 8 and that which follows serve as a transition to another 
part of the inquiry—the justice and injustice of the individual. 
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§ 7. αὐτὸ δὲ τοῦτο] The editors write τὸ αὐτὸ δὲ τοῦτο in spite 
of the best MSS. Is the article necessary? ‘This very thing when 
realized in fact is called an ἀδίκημα : until it is realized, it is only an 
ἄδικον. This statement is qualified in 8 § 2, where we are told that 
every ἀδίκημα until it is committed is an ἄδικον: but not every ἄδικον 
when it is committed is an ἀδίκημα, because, to be an ἀδίκημα, an act 
must be ἑκούσιον. 

καλεῖται, κιτ.λ)] “It is not improbable,” says Grant, “that 
Eudemus here is correcting the phraseology of Aristotle, who at all 
events in his Aheforic, 1. 13 § 1, uses δικαίωμα as the opposite of 
ἀδίκημα, merely to denote a just action.” See Cope on Ad. 1. 3 § 9. 
I have enclosed this sentence within marks of parenthesis to show 
that the original argument is continued in καθ᾽ ἕκαστον δέ, x.r.X. 

ὕστερον] 1.6. in the Politics, which treatise was evidently intended 
to include a book or books περὶ νόμων. 


8 ὃ 2.] See note on 7 § 7. 
§ 3. πρότερον] The reference is to Z. £. τι. 9 ὃ 3 ὅσα μὲν οὖν ἐφ᾽ 


ἑαυτῷ ὃν py πράττειν πράττει μὴ ἀγνοῶν καὶ δι᾽ αὐτόν, ἑκούσια ταῦτ᾽ 
ἀνάγκη εἶναι, καὶ τὸ ἑκούσιον τοῦτ᾽ ἐστίν' ὅσα δ᾽ ἀγνοῶν καὶ διὰ τὸ ἀγνοεῖν, 
ἀκών, rather than to WV. £. 11. 1 § 20 ὄντος δ᾽ ἀκουσίου τοῦ βίᾳ καὶ δι 
ἄγνοιαν, τὸ ἑκούσιον δόξειεν ἂν εἶναι οὗ ἡ ἀρχὴ ἐν αὐτῷ εἰδότι τὰ καθ᾽ 
ἕκαστα ἐν οἷς ἡ πρᾶξις. Throughout this chapter we are reminded of 
the Eudemian, rather than of the Nicomachean, investigation of τὸ 
€KOUCLOV, 

pyre ov] Before or after this phrase Bernays (Symb. Philol. 
Bonn. 1. 304) would add μήτε 6, comparing ὃ 6. Would not this 
addition necessitate the further addition of ὅτι τύπτει καὶ before 
τίνα in the next clause? The list of particulars whereof ignor- 
ance is possible is not always given in full: even.in Z. Z. τι. ο § 1, 
2, where we should have expected the lists to be complete, we have 
in one place εἰδότα ἢ ὃν ἢ ᾧ ἣ ov ἕνεκα, and in another ἀγνοοῦντι 

, Aa , @ ,@ 

και OV Καὶ ῳ Και ο. 

οὗ <évexa>] Bekker’s addition of ἕνεκα appears to be necessary. 

ὥσπερ εἴ τις λαβών, «.7.A.] Cf. £. Z. τι. 8 ὃ το ὥσπερ εἴ τις λαβὼν 
τὴν χεῖρα τύπτοι τινὰ ἀντιτείνοντος καὶ τῷ βούλεσθαι καὶ τῷ ἐπιθυμεῖν. 
On αὐτοῦ vide supra 5 ὃ 13. 

ὧν οὐθέν, x.7.A.] So Z. £. 11. 8 88 4, 5 καθόλου δὲ τὸ βίαιον καὶ τὴν 
ἀνάγκην καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἀψύχων λέγομεν: καὶ γὰρ τὸν λίθον ἄνω καὶ τὸ 
πῦρ κάτω βίᾳ καὶ ἀναγκαζόμενα φέρεσθαι φαμέν. ταῦτα δ᾽ ὅταν κατὰ 
τὴν φύσει καὶ καθ᾽ αὐτὰ ὁρμὴν φέρηται, οὐ βίᾳ, οὐ μὴν οὐδ᾽ 
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ἑκούσια λέγεται, ἀλλ᾽ ἀνώνυμος ἡ ἀντίθεσις. ὅταν δὲ παρὰ 
ταύτην, βίᾳ φαμέν. Rassow however (forschungen p. 95) corrects ὧν 
οὐθὲν οὔτ᾽ ἐφ᾽ ἡμῖν οὔθ᾽ ἑκούσιόν ἐστιν, and Spengel (Aristot. Stud. 1. 
43) ὧν οὐθὲν ἑκούσιόν ἐστιν. 

§ 4. διὰ PoBov] Cf. Δὲ 2. ut. 1 § 4—6, where the conclusion 
᾿ is the same, though somewhat differently expressed. 


85. τῶν δὲ ἑκουσίων, κιτ.λ] Here, as in £. 25. 11, actions are 


classified as ο΄. 
-, ar ae 
ἀκούσια ὡλ ro 
πος lessee χ' 5 
εκουσια , 
mpoatpera 


Cf. £. £. τι. 10 ὃ 19 ἅμα δ᾽ ἐκ τούτων φανερὸν καὶ ὅτι καλῶς 
διορίζονται ot τῶν παθημάτων τὰ μὲν ἑκούσια τὰ δ᾽ ἀκούσια τὰ δ᾽ ἐκ 
προνοίας νομοθετοῦσιν' εἰ γὰρ καὶ μὴ διακριβοῦσιν, ἀλλ᾽ ἅπτονταί γέ 
an τῆς ἀληθείας. ἀλλὰ περὶ μὲν τούτων ἐροῦμεν ἐν τῇ περὶ τῶν 
δικαίων ἐπισκέψει. In M. £. 111.1 ὃ 13 οὐχ ἑκούσια are ἘΠῊΝ ue 
between ἀκούσια and ἑκούσια. \: NS at, 


§ 6. τριῶν δὲ οὐσῶν, κιτ.λ} The three sorts of βλάβη are 
ἀτύχημα, ἁμάρξημα, and ἀδίκημα ; but ἀδίκημα is afterwards subdi- 
vided into simple ἀδίκημα, and ἀδίκημα which implies ἀδικία in the 
doer. If we further include ὅσα βίαια καὶ μὴ ἐφ᾽ αὐτῷ, we have 
the following classification : 
(a) τὰ βίαια καὶ μὴ ἐφ᾽ αὐτῷ 
(β) τὰ μετ᾽ ἀγνοίας, ὅταν παραλόγως ἢ ἀτυχήματα 


ai βλάβη γένηται, (ὅταν ἡἣ ἀρχὴ ἔξωθεν 
ἦ τῆς ἀγνοίας) 
(y) τὰ μετ᾽ ἀγνοίας, ὅταν μὴ παραλόγως ἁμαρτήματα 
ἄνευ δὲ κακίας, (ὅταν ἡ ἀρχὴ ἐν αὐτῷ 
ἦ τῆς ἀγνοίας) 
ἑκούσια 4 (δ) ὅταν εἰδὼς μὲν μὴ προβουλεύσας δέ ἀδικήματα 
(ε) ὅταν ἐκ προαιρέσεως, (ἐκ προνοίας) ἀδικήματα which 
imply ἀδικία in 
the doer 


The ἄγνοια here mentioned is of course ignorance of the circum- 
stances of the act (τὰ καθ᾽ ἕκαστα), not ignorance of rules (τὰ καθό- 
dov): cf. 25. 2. τι. 9 ὃ 1, 2. Δὲ 25. τπ|ι 1 ὃ 15. According to 
the above Eudemian list the act of the μεθύων is ranked under (γ), 
that of the θυμῷ ποιῶν under (δ), and that of the ἐπιβουλεύσας under 
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(ce). In the Rhea. 1. 13. p. 47. 29 ἔστι δ᾽ ἀτυχήματα μὲν ὅσα παράλογα 
καὶ μὴ ἀπὸ μοχθηρίας, ἁμαρτήματα δὲ ὅσα μὴ παράλογα καὶ μὴ ἀπὸ 
πονηρίας, ἀδικήματα δὲ ὅσα μήτε παράλογα ἀπὸ πονηρίας τ᾽ ἐστίν, (y) 
and (8) of the Eudemian list are classed together as ἁμαρτήματα : 
and in the same way in Δὲ £. ur. 1 ὃ 14 the act of the μεθύων and 
the act of the ὀργιζόμενος are mentioned together as instances of ὅσα 
μὴ δι ἄγνοιαν ἀλλ᾽ ἀγνοῶν. Thus the θυμῷ ποιῶν according to Aris- 
totle acts ἀγνοῶν ἀλλ᾽ οὐ δι᾿ ἄγνοιαν : according to Eudemus, εἰδὼς 
μὲν οὐ προβουλεύσας δέ. For this difference of statement Eudemus 
prepares us in Il. 9 ὃ 3 ἐπεὶ δὲ τὸ ἐπίστασθαι καὶ τὸ εἰδέναι διττόν, ἐν 
μὲν τὸ ἔχειν ἕν δὲ τὸ χρῆσθαι τῇ ἐπιστήμῃ, ὁ ἔχων μὴ χρώμενος δὲ 
ἔστι μὲν ὡς δικαίως <av> ἀγνοῶν λέγοιτο, ἔστι δ᾽ ὡς οὐ δικαίως, οἷον 
εἰ δ᾽ ἀμέλειαν μὴ ἐχρῆτο. In the Rhe. ad Alexand. (c. 4. p. 24. 4. 
c. 36. p. 79. 27 Spengel) ἀδικία is said to be coextensive with τὰ ἐκ 
προνοίας, ἁμαρτία with τὰ δι’ ἄγνοιαν, and ἀτυχία with ra δ ἑτέρους 
τινὰς ἢ διὰ τύχην : but here τὰ δὲ ἄγνοιαν is equivalent to Aristotle’s 
ὅσα ἀγνοῶν ἀλλὰ μὴ δι ἄγνοιαν. In M. M.1. 34 ὃ 25, (γ), (8), «ἀπά 
(ε) οὗ Eudemus’s list are roughly thrown together under the title of 
ἀδίκημα : see note on § 7. The Eudemian terminology seems to be 
_ based upon that of Attic law: see Antiphon, passim. 


aS ἁμαρτήματα] here includes ἀτυχήματα as well as ἁμαρτήματα in the 


narrower sense in which the word is used in § 7. 

ᾧ] So Rassow Sorschungen Ὁ. 61, on the authority of Ko». 
Although the lists of particulars of which a man may be ignorant 
are not always the same, (see note on § 3,) it is reasonable to expect 
consistency in such a passage as the present, where the list occurs 
three times in the space of five lines. In Z. 2. 11. 9 §§ 1, 2 :the 
particulars are as here, ov, @, 6, and ov évexa, ws being suppressed 
and ov doing duty for the περὶ τί ἢ ἐν τίνι of V. EZ. ut. 1 § τό. 


§ 7. ἁμαρτάνει μὲν yap, x.7.A.] It is plain that this sentence ought to 
restate the distinction already drawn between ἀτύχημα and ἁμάρτημα: 
but it is difficult to see how ὅταν 9 ἀρχὴ ἐν αὐτῷ ἦ τῆς airlas—so 
the MSS. except H#M> (which have κακίας), and all the editors—can 
be equivalent to μὴ παραλόγως, and ὅταν ἔξωθεν to παραλόγως. More- 
over, ἡ ἀρχὴ τῆς αἰτίας is a strange phrase. Hence I have supposed 
AITIAS to be 4 corruption of ATNOIAX, and I find the strongest 
possible confirmation of my conjecture both in the JV. Z. and in the 
M.M, Cf. N. 2. ut. § 8 8 καὶ γὰρ ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ τῷ ἀγνοεῖν κολάζουσιν, 
ἐὰν αἴτιος εἶναι δοκῇ τῆς ἀγνοίας, οἷον τοῖς μεθύουσι διπλᾶ τὰ 
ἐπιτίμια' ἡ γὰρ ἀρχὴ ἐν αὐτῷ" κύριος γὰρ τοῦ μὴ μεθυσθῆναι, τοῦτο 
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δ᾽ αἴτιον τῆς ayvoias: also§ 7: and MW. ΔΙ. τ 34 §§ 27—28 
ἔστω δὴ οὗτος ὁ διορισμύς" ὅταν μὲν yap ἢ ἄγνοια αἰτία ἦ τοῦ πρᾶξαί 
τι, οὐχ ἑκὼν τοῦτο πράττει, ὥστε οὐκ ἀδικεῖ: ὅταν δὲ τῆς ἀγνοίας 
αὐτὸς ἦ αἴτιος, καὶ πράττῃ τι κατὰ τὴν ἄγνοιαν ἧς αὐτὸς αἴτιός 
ἐστιν, οὗτος ἤδη ἀδικεῖ, καὶ δικαίως αἴτιος ὦ τοιοῦτος κληθήσεται. 
οἷον ἐπὶ τῶν μεθυόντων" οἱ γὰρ μεθύοντες καὶ πράξαντές τι κακὸν 
ἀδικοῦσιν: τῆς yap ἀγνοίας αὐτοί εἰσιν αἴτιοι" ἐξῆν γὰρ αὐτοῖς 
μὴ πίνειν τοσοῦτον ὥστ᾽ ἀγνοήσαντας τύπτειν τὸν πατέρα. ὁμοίως ἐπὶ 
τῶν ἄλλων ἀγνοιῶν ὅσαι μὲν γίνονται δι᾿ αὐτούς, οἱ κατὰ ταύτας ἀδικοῦντες 
ἄδικοι" ὧν δὲ μὴ αὐτοί εἰσιν αἴτιοι, ἀλλ᾽ ἡ ἄγνοια κἀκείνοις ἐστὶν 
αἰτία τοῖς πράξασι τοῦ πράξαι, οὐκ ἄδικοι: and again § 29 ἡ γὰρ 
ἄγνοια αἰτία τοῦ πράττειν ταῦτα, τῆς 8 ἀγνοίας οὐκ αὐτὰ αἴτια. 
(I have already remarked on § 6 that the ἁμαρτήματα of the present 
passage are called ἀδικήματα in the 7. AZ.) See also £. £. τι. οὶ 3. 
With this change the sentence becomes perfectly intelligible: it is 
an ἀτύχημα when the doer does not know and could not have been 
expected to know, in other words when he is not answerable for 
his ignorance: but it is an ἁμάρτημα, when he might have been 
expected to know, in other words when he is answerable for his 
ignorance, οἷον ἐπὶ τῶν μεθυόντων. See Antiphon Zéfra/. 77, espe- 
cially the defence, in which the father of the accused argues that the 


fatal accident was caused by the ἁμαρτία of the deceased, who ought 
not to have crossed the target. 

With the received text the best rendering which I can devise is— 
‘that is to say, a man ἁμαρτάνει when the origin of (the ignorance 
which is) the cause of the wrong is in himself; he ἀτυχεῖ when it is 
external to him,’ 


§ 8, εἰδώς] Thus 6 θυμῷ ποιῶν is accounted εἰδώς. In the WV. £. 
lt. t § 14 he is classed with the μεθύων as an ayvowv: ἕτερον δ᾽ 
ἔοικε καὶ τὸ δι ἄγνοιαν πράττειν τοῦ ἀγνοοῦντα ποιεῖν" ὁ yap μεθύων 
ἢ ὀργιζόμενος οὐ δοκεῖ δι ἄγνοιαν πράττειν, ἀλλὰ διά τι τῶν εἰρημένων, 
οὐκ εἰδὼς δέ, ἀλλ᾽ ἀγνοῶν. See note on § 6. 

οἷον ὅσα τε, κιτιλ] Thinking that the second ὅσα is the subject 
of συμβαίνει, I expunge the commas which Bekker places after πάθη 
and φυσικά, If the first ὅσα were the subject of συμβαίνει, τοῖς 
ἀνθρώποις would be unmeaning and superfluous. On the other hand 
these words are positively necessary to complete the sense of ὅσα 
ἀναγκαῖα } φυσικά. Cf. § 12 διὰ πάθος δὲ μήτε φυσικὸν μήτ᾽ ἀνθρω- 
πικόν. See also Polit. 11. 10. p. 75. 3 ἔχοντά γε τὰ συμβαίνοντα 
πάθη περὶ τὴν ψυχήν. V. (ν111.} 7. Ρ. 142. 32 ὃ γὰρ περὶ ἐνίας συμ- 
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βαίνει πάθος ψυχὰς ἰσχυρῶς, τοῦτο ἐν πάσαις ὑπάρχει, τῷ δὲ ἧττον 
διαφέρει καὶ τῷ μᾶλλον, οἷον ἔλεος καὶ φόβος, ἔτι δ᾽ ἐνθουσιασμός. By 
φυσικὰ πάθη Eudemus means ὅσα κοινὰ πᾶσι καὶ ἐφ᾽ ὅσον κοινά: 
the ἀναγκαῖα πάθη, which are a species of the φυσικὰ πάθη, include 
ἐπιθυμίαι al περὶ τὴν τροφήν, x.t.A. Opposed to the φυσικὰ καὶ 
ἀνθρωπικὰ πάθῃ are the θηριώδη and νοσηματώδη πάθη, which in the 
developed form of ἕξεις are described in WV. 25. vit. 5. See WV. £. vit. 
6 § 2 ἔτι ταῖς φυσικαῖς μᾶλλον συγγνώμη ἀκολουθεῖν ὀρέξεσιν, ἐπεὶ καὶ 
ἐπιθυμίαις ταῖς τοιαύταις μᾶλλον ὅσαι κοιναὶ πᾶσι καὶ ἐφ᾽ ὅσον κοιναί" 
ὁ δὲ θυμὸς φυσικώτερον καὶ ἡ χαλεπότης τῶν ἐπιθυμιῶν τῶν τῆς ὑπερ- 
βολῆς καὶ τῶν μὴ ἀναγκαίων. VII. 4 ὃ 2 ἀναγκαῖα μὲν [sc. τῶν ποιούντων 
ἡδονήν] τὰ σωματικά. λέγω δὲ τὰ τοιαῦτα, τά τε περὶ τὴν τροφὴν καὶ 
τὴν τῶν ἀφροδισίων χρείαν, καὶ τὰ τοιαῦτα τῶν σωματικῶν περὶ ἃ τὴν 
ἀκολασίαν ἔθεμεν καὶ τὴν σωφροσύνην. VII. 6. ὃ 6 ὥσπερ γὰρ εἴρηται 
κατ᾽ ἀρχάς, αἱ μὲν [5ς. τῶν ἐπιθυμιῶν) ἀνθρωπικαί εἶσι καὶ φυσικαί, καὶ 
τῷ γένει καὶ τῷ μεγέθει, αἱ δὲ θηριώδεις, αἷ δὲ διὰ πηρώσεις καὶ νοσήματα. 
(In WV. £. 11. 11 § 1 the distinction between ἀναγκαῖαι and φυσικαὶ 
ἐπιθυμίαι is not recognized.) 

οὐ γὰρ διὰ μοχθηρίαν ἡ βλάβη) After these words I have intro- 
duced 6 §§ 1, 2. See Introduction, On dislocations in the text. 


6 ὃ τ. ἢ οὕτω μὲν οὐδὲν dtoice,...crav δ᾽ ἐκ προαιρέσεως, ἄδικος 
καὶ μοχθηρός ;] I conceive that these clauses, of which the first belongs 
to 6 § 1, the second to 8 § 9, are to be read in close connection with 
one another, the intervening sentences being parenthetical. ‘Or 
shall we say that it is not (as the question thus expressed assumes) 
the doing of certain acts, but the spirit of the doer, which makes 
him ἄδικος καὶ μοχθηρος ?’ Cf. 8 § 11 infra. 


6 ὃ 2. οἷον ov κλέπτης, ἔκλεψε δέ] On the authority of K> PPI 
have written οὐ κλέπτης in place of οὐδὲ κλέπτης, which is hardly 
intelligible even if with Miinscher we expunge οὐδὲ μοιχός, ἐμοίχευσε 
δέ, so that οὐδέ may introduce an example supplementary to the one 
already discussed. As Bekker’s text stands, οὐδέ cannot bear its 
proper meaning. 


8 ὃ 9. διὸ καλώς, x.7.A.] ‘Hence the law is right in not accounting 
τὰ ἐκ θυμοῦ to be ἐκ προνοίας, because it is ὁ opyioas who ἄρχει, not ὁ 
θυμῷ ποιῶν. Indeed it is a legal maxim that it is only an issue of fact 
on which it may be argued that one or other of the two parties is 
necessarily πονηρός [μὴ λανθανέτω δ᾽ ὅτι ἀναγκαῖον ἐν ταύτῃ τῇ ἀμφισ- 
βητήσει μόνῃ τὸν ἕτερον εἶναι πονηρόν᾽ οὐ γάρ ἐστιν ἄγνοια αἰτία, ὥσπφῳ 
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ἂν εἴ τινες περὶ τοῦ δικαίου ἀμφισβητοῖεν Rhef, il. 17. p. 143- 7], 
whilst in the case of τὰ ἐκ θυμοῦ, done ἐπὶ φαινομένῃ ἀδικίᾳ, the 
issue is not one of fact {περὶ τοῦ γενέσθαι), but one of justice {περὶ 
τοῦ ποτέρως δίκαιον), Hence the angry man may plead ignorance. 
On the other hand ὁ ἐπιβουλεύσας, i.e. the man who deliberately 
attacks his neighbour, [whether by way of revenge or otherwise, ] 
cannot plead ignorance (οὐκ ἀγνοεῖ), and therefore must be punished 
as an offender ἐκ προνοίας, Thus the difference between the θυμῷ 
ποιῶν and the ἐπιβουλεύσας is that the one can plead that he thought 
he had been wronged, the other cannot.’ But what is the ἄγνοια 
which in AAeforic m1. 17, quoted above, is said to be an αἰτία 
or excuse in the ἀμφισβήτησις περὶ τοῦ δικαίου and not to be so 
in the ἀμφισβήτησις περὶ τοῦ γενέσθαι Clearly not ignorance of 
the act done in anger, else the question περὶ τοῦ γενέσθαι would 
have to be discussed, but ignorance or mistake about the supposed 
provocation. Similarly in the passage before us, the θυμῷ ποιῶν may 
plead ἄγνοια, not of his own action, for we have seen in § 8 that he 
is εἰδώς μὲν μὴ προβουλεύσας δέ, but of the φαινομένη ἀδικία which 
he mistakes for a real ἀδικίας On the other hand the ἐπιβουλεύσας, 
who takes time to retaliate, cannot plead ἄγνοια of this sort. The 
action of the θυμῷ ποιῶν may be traced to the assumption, in this 
case false, that he had been wronged, whilst the ἐπιβουλεύσας has 


_had time to consider the matter, and therefore cannot plead mistake 


as an excuse. For example, A, wrongly thinking himself to have 
been injured by J, strikes him in the heat of passion. Here A is 
εἰδώς in respect of his own act, but ἀγνοῶν in respect of the supposed 
injury. Hence his act is not held by the law to be ἐκ προνοίας. If 
however 4 broods over his supposed wrong before he retaliates, he 
can no longer plead that he supposed himself to have been unjustly 
treated by #, because he has had time to discover his mistake. His 
act is therefore ἐκ προνοίας. Cf. Antiphon p, 126 τὸν yap ἐπιβουλεύ- 


σαντα κελεύει (SC. 6 νόμος] φονέα εἶναι. 


The conclusion is then that the law is mght in drawing a line 
ween ἀδικήματα done in the heat of passion and ἀδικήματα done 


by way of revenge after an interval, the θυμῷ ποιῶν being entitled to 


plead that he supposed himself to have provocation, the ἐπιβουλεύσας 


L 
Φ 


not being entitled to do so, This result agrees very well (allowance 
5 “tp made for differences in the use of the words ἑκούσιον and 
ἀκούσιον) with Plato Zaws 1x. 867 A ὃ μὲν τὸν θυμὸν φυλάττων καὶ οὐκ 
ἐ τοῦ apexes: ἐξαίφνης ἀλλὰ μετὰ ἐπιβουλῆς ὕ moxaer Xpovm τιμω- 
ρούμενος ἑκουσίῳ ἔοικεν, ὦ δὲ ὠταμιεύτως ταῖς ὀργαῖς καὶ ἐκ τοῦ παρα- 


J. ὃ 
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χρῆμα εὐθὺς χρώμενος ἀπροβονλεύτως ὅμοιος μὲν ἀκουσίῳ, ἔστι δὲ οὐδ᾽ 
οὗτος αὖ παντάπασιν ἀκούσιος ἀλλ᾽ εἰκὼν ἀκουσίου... βέλτιστον μὴν καὶ 
ἀληθέστατον εἰς εἰκόνα μὲν ἄμφω θεῖναι, τεμεῖν δὲ αὐτὼ χωρὶς τῇ ἐπι- 
βονλῇ καὶ ἀπροβουλίᾳ, καὶ τοῖς μὲν μετ᾽ ἐπιβουλῆς τε καὶ ὀργῇ κτείνασι 
τὰς τιμωρίας χαλεπωτέρας, τοῖς δὲ ἀπροβουλεύτως τε καὶ ἐξαίφνης πρα- 
οτέρας νομοθετεῖν. Bywater (Yournal of Philology 1874, v. 115) 
anticipates me in referring to the Zaws for the explanation of the 
phrase ὁ ἐπιβουλεύσας ; but I fancy that he takes the remarks made 
about ὁ θυμῷ ποιῶν to apply also to ὁ ἐπιβουλεύσας, as I did myself 
in a paper in the same journal (1876, vi. 109). Mich. Ephesius, the 
Paraphrast, and most of the editors seem to take ὁ μέν and ὁ δέ to be 
the two persons concerned in a quarrel, and ὁ ἐπιβουλεύσας to be 
equivalent to ὁ προκατάρξας. 

On the ἀμφισβητήσεις or στάσεις (ὅτι οὐ γέγονεν, ὅτι οὐκ ἔβλαψεν, 
ὅτι οὐ τοσόνδε, ὅτι δικαίως: Otherwise, στοχαστική, ὁρική, ποιότητος) vide 
Rhet. i. 17. p. 143. 1, and Cope’s Jntroduction pp. 355, 397. That 
cases where the issue is περὶ τοῦ ποτέρως δίκαιον are not to be account- 
ed ἐκ προνοίας is assumed in Fol. vi. (Iv.) 16. p. 176. 20 περί τε τῶν 
ἐκ προνοίας, καὶ περὶ τῶν ἀκουσίων, καὶ ὅσα ὁμολογεῖται μὲν ἀμφισβη- 
τεῖται δὲ περὶ τοῦ δικαίου, τέταρτον δὲ ὅσα τοῖς φεύγουσι φόνου ἐπὶ 
καθόδῳ ἐπιφέρεται. 


§ 10. ὧν] This relative has no expressed antecedent. Should 
we read ov yap ὥσπερ «οἵ» ἐν τοῖς συναλλάγμασιΡ' For the sense 
cf. Rhet. 111. 17 quoted above. 

ἂν μὴ διὰ λήθην αὐτὸ δρῶσιν] I think that the subject of Spdcw 
is 6 re ὀργίσας καὶ ὁ ὀργισθείς, who do not raise the issue of fact unless 
they do it through forgetfulness, i.e. the forgetfulness which results 
from anger. These words are commonly understood to refer to the 
two parties concerned in a συνάλλαγμα, “ubi fieri non potest quin 
eorum alter qui ita controversantur pravus sit, nisi forte oblivio inter- 
cessit” (Victorius on he. 11. 17): but (1) why is αὐτὸ δρῶσιν in the 
plural? and (2) what precise idea do these words convey? Accord- 
ing to my interpretation they stand for περὶ τοῦ γενέσθαι ἀμφισβη- 
TWOLY. 


§ τι. ἀδικεῖ καὶ κατὰ ταῦτ᾽ ἤδη, κιτ.λ.}] All the editions with 
which I am acquainted place a full stop, or at least a colon, after 
ἀδικεῖ, thus completely destroying the sense. It is clear from the 

parallel statement in regard to ὁ δίκαιος and ὁ δικαιοπραγῶν which 
succeeds, and indeed from the whole argument of the passage, that if 
a man παρὰ τὸ ἀνάλογον ἢ παρὰ τὸ ἴσον βλάπτει another ἑκών, he ἀδικεῖ, 
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but if a man παρὰ τὸ ἀνάλογον ἢ παρὰ τὸ ἴσον βλάπτει another mpoedo- 
μενος, he ἀδικεῖ καὶ ἀδικός ἐστιν. Hence the words ἀδικεῖ καὶ κατὰ 
ταῦτ᾽ ἤδη τὰ ἀδικήματα ὁ ἀδικῶν ἄδικος must be closely connected 
together, κατὰ ταῦτ᾽ ἤδη τὰ ἀδικήματα representing dv ἐκ προαιρέσεως 
βλάψῃ. The words ὅταν παρὰ τὸ ἀνάλογον 7 ἢ παρὰ τὸ ἴσον do not 
refer exclusively to ὁ ἀδικῶν who is also ἄδικος, and therefore cannot 
constitute the distinction required: they are, in fact, part of the defi- 
nition of τὸ ἐν μέρει ἄδικον. Cf. 4 §§ 2, 3, where it is stated that ro 
ἄδικον τὸ ἀντικείμενον τῷ διανεμητικῷ δικαίῳ is παρὰ τὸ ἀνάλογον, and 
that τὸ ἐν τοῖς συναλλάγμασιν ἄδικον is ἄνισον κατὰ τὴν ἀριθμητικὴν 
ἀναλογίαν, i.e. in the language of the passage before us παρὰ τὸ ἴσον. 

δικαιοπραγῇ] After this word I have substituted a comma for a 
full stop. 


§ 12. τῶν δ᾽ axovoiwy] These words answer to τῶν δὲ ἑκουσίων 
in ὃ 5: but it must be observed that the ἀκούσια of the present section 
include actions which do not appear at all in the foregoing classifica- 
tion. The ὅσα μὴ μόνον ἀγνοοῦντες ἀλλὰ καὶ δ ἄγνοιαν ἁμαρτάνουσιν 
are the ἀτυχήματα of ὃ 7: the ὅσα py δι’ ἄγνοιαν, ἀλλ᾽ ἀγνοοῦντες μὲν 
διὰ πάθος δὲ μήτε φυσικὸν μήτ᾽ ἀνθρωπικόν are neither the ἁμαρτήματα, 
nor the ἀδικήματα of § 7, 8, but acts characteristic of the inhuman 
πάθη: see note on ἃ 8 οἷον ὅσα τε, κιτιλ. and compare vil. 5. The 
acts in question are ἀκούσια because the perpetrators of them are not 
responsible agents, but they are not ovyyvwpovixd, because they are 
even more detestable than ordinary vicious acts. (It may be worth 
while to note that ra ἔξω τῶν ὅρων τῆς κακίας are in VII. 5 classified as 
θηριώδη and νοσηματώδη, τὰ νοσηματώδη being subdivided into τὰ 
φύσει and τὰ ἐξ ἔθους.) Thus, as the πάθη here spoken of are such as 
are μήτε φυσικὰ pyr ἀνθρωπικά, it is a mistake to say that “the word 
[ἀκουσίων] is used less sternly here than it is by Aristotle in Z¢/. 111. 1 
§ 21, &c., where acts of passion are excluded from the class of the 
involuntary.” The acts done διὰ θυμὸν ἢ db’ ἐπιθυμίαν of which 
Aristotle speaks in the passage cited come under the head of ὅσα 
τε διὰ θυμὸν καὶ ἄλλα πάθη ὅσα ἀναγκαῖα ἢ φυσικὰ συμβαίνει τοῖς 
ἀνθρώποις § 8, and as we have seen (see note on § 6) are reckoned 
by Eudemus ἑκούσια. Mich, Ephes. and the Paraphrast similarly 
misconceive the passage. 

ἀνθρωπικόν] I think that the passages cited in the Berlin Index 
favour ἀνθρωπικόν rather than ἀνθρώπινον. See especially V. Z. vu. 
6 § 6, quoted above on ὃ 8. 


9 §1—7. The first of a series of ἀπορίαι is investigated: πότερον 
8—2 


116 [NICOMACHEAN] ETHICS v. 9 §§ I—5. 


ἔστιν ἑκόντα ἀδικεῖσθαι; ‘It might be thought that as ἀδικεῖν and 
δικαιοπραγεῖν are πᾶν ἑκούσιον, SO ἀδικεῖσθαι and δικαιοῦσθαι are either 
πᾶν ἑκούσιον Or πᾶν ἀκούσιον. But no such symmetrical determina- 
tion is possible: for δικαιοῦσθαι is sometimes ἑκούσιον, sometimes 
ἀκούσιον. Further, it may be asked πότερον ὁ τὸ ἄδικον πεπονθὼς 
ἀδικεῖται was; No: for in order that A may be said ἀδικεῖν, B ἀδικεῖσ- 
θαι, A must be ἑκών and B ἄκων. If A is ἄκων and B ἑκών, or both 
ἄκων, or both ἑκών, A may be said ἄδικα πράττειν but not ἀδικεῖν, 
B may be said ἄδικα πάσχειν but not ἀδικεῖσθαι. That 4A must be 
ἑκών we have assumed in the preceding chapter: that 235 must be 
ἄκων is necessary in order that there may be that contest of wills 
which we suppose when we say that A ἀδικεῖ 8, Thus in either of 
the two alternatives contemplated by Phegeus in the quotation from 
Euripides Alcmaeon cannot be said ἀδικεῖν nor his mother ἀδικεῖσθαι. 
The meanings here put upon the words ἀδικεῖν and ἀδικεῖσθαι are 
precisely those put upon them by the orators, with whom ἀδικεῖν is 
‘to owe compensation,’ ἀδικεῖσθαι ‘to be entitled to compensation.’ It 
will be observed that in § 4 the author assumes that he will here- 
after answer the question πότερον ἐνδέχεται αὐτὸν αὐτὸν ἀδικεῖν ; in the 
negative. The results of these § are briefly summarized in the Rd. 
I. 13. p. 46. 10 ἔστι δὴ τὸ ἀδικεῖσθαι τὸ ὑπὸ ἑκόντος Ta ἄδικα πάσχειν... 
ἀνάγκη τὸν ἀδικούμενον βλάπτεσθαι καὶ ἀκουσίως βλάπτεσθαι. I have 
in §§ 1—3 departed from Bekker’s punctuation on several occa- 
sions. 


§ 1. μητέρα, x.7.A.] Bekker reads with the MSS. κατέκτα and ἢ θέ 
λουσαν, placing a comma at the end of the first, and a colon at the 
end of the second, line. Nauck, Wagner, and others have altered 
κατέκτα into κατέκταν, and inserted ov before θέλουσαν, placing a full 
stop after λόγος, and a note of interrogation after οὐχ ἑκών. They 
suppose that these lines are part of a conversation between Alcmaeon 
and Phegeus in the ᾿Αλκμαίων 6 διὰ Ψωφῖδος, a tragedy which is also 
referred to in δὲ Z. 1. 1 ὃ 8. Mich. Ephes. says that these lines are 
from the Bellerophon; see Ellis’s remarks in the Journal of Philo- 
Jogy 1872, Iv. 271. Adopting in the main the emendations above 
mentioned, I have further written ἢ οὐχ ἑκοῦσαν in place of the ἢ οὐ 
θέλουσαν of the editors. Cf. Eur. Azppol. 319 φίλος μ᾽ ἀπόλλυσ᾽ οὐχ 
ἑκοῦσαν οὐχ ἑκών, quoted by the commentators. 

ὥσπερ καὶ τὸ ἀδικεῖν πᾶν éxovctov] Notel thinks that these words, 
which are repeated immediately afterwards, should be omitted. I do 
not see why they should not stand as part of the original question, as 
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well as of the more comprehensive question which in καὶ dpa πᾶν, 
κιτιλ, is substituted for it. 


8 2. wor εὔλογον, κιτ.λ.] The words ἢ ἑκούσιον ἢ ἀκούσιον εἶναι, 
grammatically regarded, are an awkward addition to this sentence. 
Compare however, for a similar supplementary explanation, 4 § 14. 
Rassow proposes to write καὶ instead of καθ᾽, 


§ 4. ἐνδέχοιτο αὐτὸν αὐτὸν ἀδικεῖν! ‘We should be obliged to 
answer in the affirmative the question “can a man ἀδικεῖν himself?” 
Whereas when the ἀπορία is discussed presently in § 8 sqq. and ch. 11 
§§ 1—6, we shall see ourselves obliged to answer it in the negative.’ 


SS 5,6. ‘A δι’ ἀκρασίαν ἑκὼν ὑπὸ Β ἑκόντος βλάπτεται. If then 
ἀδικεῖσθαι -- ὑφ᾽ ἑκόντος βλάπτεσθαι, the “ἀκρατὴς ἑκὼν ἀδικεῖται, If 
however ἀδικεῖν presumes opposition from the βούλησις of the ἀδικού- 
μενος, the ἀκρατής cannot be regarded simultaneously ‘as ἀδικούμενος 
and ἑκών. For the ἀκρατής (who acts κατὰ τὴν ἐπιθυμίαν but παρὰ 
τὴν βυύλησιν), (τ) so long as his βούλησις resists is not ἑκών, and (2) 
when his ἐπιθυμία has its way, is not ἀδικούμενος, because his βούλησις 
has ceased to resist. [In fact in the case of the ἀκρατής the opposi- 
tion offered by his βούλησις is overcome, not by the supposed ἀδικῶν, 
but by his own ἐπιθυμία, and therefore A οὐκ ἀδικεῖται ὑπὸ B, though, as 
we shall see in 11 ὃ 9, κατὰ peradopav καὶ ὁμοιότητα, A’s λύγον ἔχον 
may be said ἀδικεῖσθαι by his adoyov.] Thus the chief argument to 
show ὅτι εἴη ay éxovr ἀδικεῖσθαι is disproved.’ The words οὐθεὶς yap 
βούλεται---- πράττειν πράττει explain the condition of the ἀκρατής when 
he proceeds ἀκρατεύεσθαι under the influence of ἐπιθυμία: he οὐ βού- 
erat βλάπτεσθαι, 1,6. his ἐπιθυμία cannot induce his βούλησις to 
Support it (as no one βούλεται that which he does not suppose to be 
good); but he πράττει παρὰ τὴν βούλησιν, i.e. when the struggle is 
over, his βούλησις retires from the field, and under the influence of 
ἐπιθημία he does that which his better reason assures him he ought 
not to do. Cf. £, .Ε. 1. 7 ὃ 5. βούλεται δ᾽ οὐθεὶς ὃ οἴεται εἶναι κακόν" 
ἀλλὰ μὴν ὁ βαρατευόμενος οὐχ ἃ βούλεται ποιεῖ" τὸ γὰρ παρ᾽ ὃ οἴεται 

βέλτιστον εἶναι πβατίειψ δι ge eon ἀκρατεύεσθαί ἐστιν and #. .Ε. 1. 
18 II ᾿βούλεται μὲν γὰρ οὐθεὶς ἃ οἴεται εἶναι κακά, πράττει δ᾽ ὅταν γίνηται 
ἀκρατής. According to Eudemus then we must distinguish m τὰ κατ᾽ 
iav two successive Stages: (1) that in which the βούλησις resists, 


anc Bitherefore the man is ἄκων, and (2) that in which, the βούλησιε 
x given way to the ἐπιθυμία, the man is ἑκών, but οὐθὲν παρὰ τὴν 
γῇ ἡ τάχει βούλησιν. Thus the ἀκρατής is not simultaneously 
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ἑκών and παρὰ τὴν βούλησιν πάσχων, and therefore the phenomena of 
ἀκρασία do not countenance the theory that a man may ἑκὼν ἀδικεῖσ- 
θαι. (For the successive predominance of βούλησις and πάθος cf. 
N. E. vil. 2 ὃ 2 ὅτι γὰρ οὐκ οἴεταί ye ὁ axparevopevos πρὶν ἐν τῷ πάθει 
γενέσθαι, φανερόν, and #. 35. τι. 7 § 4 quoted below.) The difficulty 
of the passage is due in large measure to the phrase ἀλλὰ παρὰ τὴν 
βούλησιν πράττει, which seems to surrender Eudemus’s position: it 
will be well therefore to say a word or two more about it, even at the 
risk of iteration. In the earlier stage, during which A does not 
succumb to £’s seductions, 4’s βούλησις directs his conduct, so that 
B’s action is παρὰ τὴν τοῦ A βούλησιν: but in the second stage A’s 
conduct is directed not by his βούλησις, but by his ἐπιθυμία, which 
plays into J’s hands; hence J#’s action is no longer παρὰ τὴν τοῦ A 
βούλησιν, but κατὰ τὴν τοῦ A ἐπιθυμίαν. A’s ἐπιθυμία however is 
resisted by his βούλησις: and consequently, though .8᾽5 action is not 
παρὰ τὴν τοῦ A βούλησιν, A himself may be said πράττειν παρὰ τὴν 
ἑαυτοῦ βούλησιν. (Cf. 45. 2-. τι. 7 § 4 ὁ δ᾽ ἀκρατὴς ὁ κατὰ τὴν ἐπιθυ- 
μίαν παρὰ τὸν λογισμὸν οἷος πράττειν, ἀκρατεύεται δ᾽ ὅταν ἐνεργῇ κατ᾽ 
αὐτήν, τὸ δ᾽ ἀδικεῖν ἑκούσιον, ὥσθ᾽ ὁ ἀκρατὴς ἀδικήσει τῷ πράττειν κατ᾽ 
ἐπιθυμίαν" ἑκὼν ἄρα πράξει καὶ ἑκούσιον τὸ κατ᾽ ἐπιθυμίαν) Hence in 
the first stage 4 is not ἑκών, because βούλησις, being dominant, 
resists: in the second stage A is ἑκών but not ἀδικούμενος, because 
ἐπιθυμία, being dominant, assents to J’s solicitations, βούλησις having 
now given way. 

The passage has been variously understood or misunderstood. 
The author of the JZ J. 1. 34 § 35 interprets—‘the ἀκρατὴς βουλό- 
μενος πράττει τὰ Kata τὴν ἀκρασίαν and therefore ἑκὼν βλάπτεται: but 
no one βούλεται ἀδικεῖσθαι, and therefore no one ἑκὼν ἀδικεῖται,᾽ as- 
suming apparently, in defiance of #. Z. 11. 7 § τὸ (to say nothing of 
other passages), the identity of βούλεσθαι and ἑκὼν εἶναι. This view 
appears to be accepted by the Paraphrast, and by Hildenbrand, 
Rechts- und Staatsphilosophie, 1. 315, who however recognizes the in- 
sufficiency of the argument. Mich. Ephes. boldly emends—adAX 
οὐδ᾽ ὁ ἀκρατὴς παρὰ τὴν βούλησιν mpdrre. Rassow virtually aban- 
dons the attempt to make sense of the passage (/orschungen p. 41). 
Notel holds that the sentences οὐθεὶς γὰρ βούλεται, κιτιλ. do not 
justify the dictum οὐθεὶς ἑκὼν ἀδικεῖται, but declare a new dictum 
οὐθεὶς βούλεται ἀδικεῖσθαι. This interpretation leaves the case of the 
ἀκρατής unexplained: for the ἀκρατής is certainly ἑκών. It is no ex- 
planation to say that because he acts rapa τὴν βούλησιν he is not ἑκών. 
Moreover the yap which introduces the supposed new dictum needs 
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explanation. Grant seems hardly to have realized the difficulty of the 
passage. 


§ 6. ὃ οὐκ οἴεται, x.7.4.] This reading seems to me to express 
Eudemus’s meaning more clearly and correctly than οὐχ ἅ οἴεται, 
the reading which Bekker prefers on the authority of ΚΡ, Is it pos- 
sible that the copyist was puzzled by the negative ovx in the relative 
sentence, and therefore transposed it? It 15 of course perfectly cor- 
rect here, as the ἀκρατής does not do ‘those things which he thinks to 
be wrong,’ but ‘¢/zmgs which he thinks to be wrong.’ Cf. Plat. Rep. 
I. 330 ἐπειδάν τις ἐγγὺς ἦ τοῦ οἴεσθαι τελευτήσειν, εἰσέρχεται αὐτῷ δέος 
καὶ φροντὶς περὶ ὧν ἔμπροσθεν οὐκ εἰσήει (quoted by Madvig, Gyr. 
Synt. § 203). In £. £.u. 7 ὃ 5 however we have ὁ ἀκρατευόμενος 
οὐχ a βούλεται ποιεῖ. 


§§ 8—13. In these paragraphs the author raises two ἀπορίαι (1) 
πότερόν TOT ἀδικεῖ ὁ νείμας παρὰ τὴν ἀξίαν τὸ πλεῖον ἢ ὁ ἔχων, (2) εἶ 
ἔστιν αὐτὸν αὐτὸν ἀδικεῖν. They are put forward together, because it 
might at first sight seem that, if it is decided that ὁ νείμας ἀδικεῖ, the 
second question must be answered affirmatively, since the distributor 
may assign to himself too small a share. But on further considera- 
tion we see (1) that the distributor may assign to himself too small a 
share with a view to an equivalent, e.g. reputation, and (2) that, 
whether this is so or not, in the case supposed the distributor suffers 
nothing παρὰ τὴν βούλησιν and therefore οὐκ ἀδικεῖται. Having thus 
dissevered the two questions, the author proceeds to deal with the 
former of them in §§ ro—13. He remarks (1) that it is the distributor 
who ἀδικεῖ, as it is with him that the action originates: (2) that if the 
distributor is γινώσκων, he obtains by his unjust award either money 
or gratitude or revenge, and is therefore ἀδίκως πλέον ἔχων. 

It will be seen from this summary that the question εἰ ἔστιν αὐτὸν 
αὑτὸν ἀδικεῖν, though mooted, is not discussed in these sections, 
whilst the words é δ᾽ ὧν προειλόμεθα, κιτ.λ. in ὃ 8 show that the 
reference to the ἀπορία in § 4 is an anticipatory one. Hence the 
discussion of the question in 11 §§1—6 is not, as Grant and 
many others have thought, superfluous. On the contrary if these §§ 
are excised the second part of the programme announced in 9 § 8 
remains unfulfilled. If then 9 §§14—17 and ch. ro are removed, 
11 §§ 1—6 immediately follow in their proper place. See Introduc- 
tion, On dislocations in the text. 


§ 8. ὧν προειλόμεθα] For this phrase cf. Polit. vil. (v.) 1. p. 193. 
21. Mich. Ephes. remarks that these ἀπορίαι have not been men- 
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tioned before, and that the sentence must therefore mean ὅτι τῆς 
προθέσεως ἡμῖν περὶ δικαιοσύνης εἰπεῖν οὔσης, ἐπεὶ ὁ περὶ αὐτῆς λόγος 
πεπλήρωται, ὑπόλοιπόν ἐστι περὶ δύο τινῶν εἰπεῖν. Although the second 
ἀπορία has been incidentally alluded to in § 4, the objection is a just 
one. The reference is perhaps, as Zell suggests, to the opening words 
of 9 § 1. 


_§ 9. τὸ πρότερον λεχθέν)] Apparently by these words is meant 
the former of the two alternatives of the first question. But this is 
very awkward. Is it possible that the reading of ΚΡ in § 8 repre- 
sents ἀξίαν τὸ πλεῖον ἑκὼν ἢ 

τοῦτο] Sc. that the distributor in this case αὑτὸν ἀδικεῖ, 
κατὰ] The editors write καὶ κατὰ against the authority of most, if 
not all, the MSS. 


§ ro. ἀεί I think that this word may stand in the sense of ‘in 
every case.’ Zell and Michelet translate ‘nicht der, welcher jedesmal 
mehr hat.’ Rassow supposes the word to be a corruption of the 
superfluous ἀδικεῖ which in ΚΡ appears in place of it. 


§ 11, This § is commonly understood to contain a distinct argu- 
ment, which according to some refers to the distributor, according to 
others to the receiver. If the distributor is referred to, the § would 
naturally mean that ‘the distributor, who may be regarded as an 
instrument, though he οὐκ ἀδικεῖ, ποιεῖ τὰ ἄδικα :᾽ plainly this state- 
ment is anything but a proof that he ἀδικεῖ Nor can it be regarded 
as an argument urged on the contrary part: for the author would 
then have written οὐκ ἀδικεῖ ἀλλὰ ποιεῖ τὰ ἄδικα, If again the argu- 
ment is that the receiver οὐκ ἀδικεῖ and therefore the distributor 
ἀδικεῖ, the Greek is still questionable. The author would probably 
have written ποιεῖ μὲν τὰ ἄδικα ov μὴν ἀδικεῖ ye. Conceiving then 
that some change is necessary, I have bracketed ἔτι as a dittograph 
of the first two letters of ἐπεί, placing a colon instead of a full stop 
after λαμβάνοντι and removing the comma after ἐπιτάξαντος. I sup- 
pose the sentence thus altered to be a justification of the distinction 


just made between ᾧ τὸ ἄδικον [sc. ποιεῖν] ὑπάρχει and ᾧ τὸ ἑκόντα 


τοῦτο ποιεῖν, The Paraphrast seems to have understood the sentence 
as I do. 

τὰ ἅψυχα κτείνει] Plat. Laws 1x. 873 Ὁ ἐὰν δ᾽ apa ὑποζύγιον ἢ 
ζῶον ἄλλο τι φονεύσῃ τινά... ἐὰν δὲ ἄψυχόν τι ψυχῆς ἄνθρωπον στερήσῃ. 
The commentators quote also Demosth. Aristocrat. 645. 16 and 
Aeschin. Cvesifh. ὃ 244. Is it possible that the reading of P® is 
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something more than a mere blunder, and that we should read καὶ 
τὰ κτήνη In place of κτείνει ἢ 


§ 12. The argument is contained in the words εἰ γινώσκων ἔκρινεν 
ἀδίκως, πλεονεκτεῖ καὶ αὐτὸς ἢ χάριτος ἢ τιμωρίας, The words εἰ μὲν 
ἀγνοῶν----τὸ πρῶτον merely set aside the case of ignorance as irrele- 
vant to our present remarks. 


8 13. ‘If the judge secures to himself χάρις or τιμωρία by giving 
an unjust award, he is just as much a πλεονέκτης as if he were to share 
the plunder with the receiver. For it is not essential that the unjust 
distributor should take a share of the property distributed, since even 
if his share takes a more substantial form than χάρις and τιμωρία, he 
may receive it not in land (land being the article distributed), but in 
money.’ 

ἐπ᾿ ἐκείνων] ‘In such cases,’ i.e, in cases where the distributor 
shares the profits with the receiver. I see no difficulty in the transi- 
tion from the singular of εἴ τις μερίσαιτο τοῦ ἀδικήματος to the plural 
of ἐκείνων. Rassow however would read with K” ἐπ᾽ ἐκείνῳ τὸν 
ἀγρόν, «.7.A., 1.6, ἐπὶ τῷ μερίσασθαι τοῦ ἀδικήματος (Forschungen p. 62), 


§§ 14—17. I have placed §§ 14—16 after 1 § 3, and 1 ὶ 17 after 
1§9. See Introduction, On dislocations in the text. 


τι §§ 1—6. The second of the two ἀπορίαι raised in 9 ὶ 8 ‘Can 
a man ἀδικεῖν ἑαυτόν Ῥ᾽ is considered under two heads, first, when 
the ἀδικία is universal, and secondly, when it is particular. 

Suicide is an ἀδίκημα of the first kind, because it is a violation 
of law, and as the suicide acts voluntarily (i.e. not under compulsion, 
and with full knowledge of the circumstances), he ἀδικεῖ, But whom? 
Not himself,—for οὐθεὶς ἑκὼν ddi«etrar,—but the state: wherefore the 
state exacts the penalty, and the penalty takes the form of a forfeiture 
of civil privileges. 

That a man cannot ἀδικεῖν ἑαυτόν in the other sense of the word 
ἀδικεῖν, seems to be proved by the following considerations : 

(τ) the same thing cannot be subtracted from, and added to, the 
same thing at the same moment; in fact, the commission of par- 
ticular ἀδικία implies two persons concerned, one who invades the 
rights of another, and a second whose rights are invaded : 

(2) the commission of particular ἀδικία is always aggressive ; 
whereas, when a man harms himself, he does and suffers the same 
thing at the same time, and therefore is not an aggressor : 

(3) volenti non fit iniuria : 
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(4) no one can commit adultery with his own wife, burglary 
upon his own premises, or theft upon his own property, and without 
the commission of some such ἀδίκημα no one can ἀδικεῖν. 

Thus in general the ἀπορία is resolved by a reference to the 
maxim οὐθεὶς ἑκὼν ἀδικεῖται, established in 9 § 5, 6 


8 1. ἐκ τῶν εἰρημένων] 1. 6. from 9 δὲ 1—13. 

τὰ μὲν γάρ, κιτιλ] Cf 18 8. 2 § 6. 

ov κελεύει] ‘Does not allow,’ i.e. forbids. Cf. the wellknown use 
of οὐκ ἐᾶν as the correlative of κελεύειν. The words ἃ δὲ μὴ κελεύει, 
ἀπαγορεύει are explanatory of the phrase ov κελεύει. So Victorius, 
quoted by Cardwell. Eudemus wishes to say—‘ What the law dids 
is δίκαιον, what the law forbids is ἄδικον. Cf. 1§ 14 προστάττει δ᾽ 
ὁ νόμος καὶ τὰ τοῦ ἀνδρείου ἔργα ποιεῖν, οἷον μὴ λείπειν τὴν τάξιν... 
ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ τὰ κατὰ τὰς ἄλλας ἀρετὰς καὶ μοχθηρίας, τὰ μὲν κελεύων 
τὰ δ᾽ ἀπαγορεύων. Not appreciating this idiomatic use of οὐ κελεύω, 
_ Grant remarks ‘“‘ The extraordinary assertion is made that ‘whatever 
the law does not command it forbids.’ We might well ask, Did the 
Athenian law command its citizens to breathe, to eat, to sleep, &c.?” 
This criticism is endorsed by Rassow (forschungen p. 42), who re- 
gards the last section of the book (with the exception of ch. 10) asa 
very unsatisfactory piece of patchwork. 


§ 2. ὅταν, «x.t.A.] The words μὴ ἀντιβλάπτων are parenthetical. 
Compare the parenthetical sentence ὁ yap διότι ἔπαθε καὶ τὸ αὐτὸ 
ἀντιποιῶν οὐ δοκεῖ ἀδικεῖν in ὃ 5. It is obvious that, in spite of the 
editors, who place a comma before ἑκών, ἑκών should be connected 
with βλάπτῃ. It is necessary to specify that ὁ βλάπτων is ἑκών, as 
otherwise he would be, not ἀδικῶν, but ἄδικα πράττων (cf. 9 ὃ 3); whilst 
with ἀδικεῖ, ἑκών 15 superfluous. 

ἑκὼν δὲ ὁ εἰδὼς καὶ ὃν kato] A man is ἑκών when he does ἑκούσια, 
Le. ὅσα ἐφ᾽ ἑαυτῷ ὃν μὴ πράττειν πράττει μι ἀγνοῶν καὶ δι᾿ αὐτόν £. 2. 
11.982. Here as elsewhere the definition is abbreviated, as is also 
the list of circumstances in regard to which ignorance 15 possible. Cf. 
9 ὃ 4, 5 

§ 3. ἀτιμία] Forthe ἀτιμίαι of the suicide the commentators quote 
Aeschin. Cresiph. § 244 and Plat. Laws 1x. 873 Ὁ. 

§ 4. ὅλως] Ie. κατὰ τὴν ὅλην ἀδικίαν. 

τοῦτο γὰρ---ἀδικεῖ] These sentences are manifestly parenthetical. 
They explain the difference between universal and particular justice, 
and declare the necessity of investigating the ἀπορία with ene to 
the latter as well as to the former. 
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§ 5. ἔτι δὲ ἑκούσιον τε καὶ ἐκ προαιρέσεως, καὶ πρότερον] The 
words ἑκούσιον τε καὶ ἐκ προαιρέσεως are not necessary to the argu- 
ment. Indeed ro ἀδικεῖν is not necessarily ἐκ προαιρέσεως : I have 
therefore translated the phrase ‘voluntary ov deliberate, and aggres- 
sive.’ | 

ὁ yap διότι ἔπαθε, κιτ.λ.] ov γὰρ ἄρχει ὁ θυμῷ ποιῶν, ἀλλ᾽ ὁ opyicas. 
8 ὃ 9. 

§ 6. πρὸς δὲ τούτοις, κιτ.λ] ‘If, instead of arguing from our con- 
ception of ἀδικία, we examine special cases of it, we come to the same 
conclusion.’ 

ὅλως, KT-A.] §The maxim οὐθεὶς ἑκὼν ἀδικεῖται is decisive in both 
cases of the present ἀπορία." 


§§ 7, 8. I have placed these § after 5 § 18. See Introduction, 
On dislocations in the text. 


§ 9. «κατὰ μεταφορὰν δὲ καὶ ὁμοιότητα] ‘There is a δίκαιον, οὐκ 
αὐτῷ πρὸς αὐτόν, but between the parts of the individual’s ψυχή. 
This δίκαιον resembles that which subsists between master and slave, 
or that which subsists between husband and wife. The parts in 
question are τὸ λόγον ἔχον and τὸ ἄλογον, which, as we have seen in 
9 §§ 5, 6, may be at variance.’ 

Fritzsche well compares the discussion in Z£. Z£. vit. 6 § 1 sqq. 
περὶ τοῦ αὐτὸν αὑτῷ φίλον εἶναι ἢ μή. See especially δὲ 2, 3 καὶ 
ὅμοιον τὰ τοιαῦτα πάντα, εἰ φίλος αὐτὸς αὑτῷ καὶ ἐχθρός, καὶ εἰ ἀδικεῖ 
τις αὐτὸς αὗτόν. πάντα γὰρ ἐν δυσὶ ταῦτα καὶ διῃρημένοις. εἰ δὲ δύο 
πως καὶ ἡ ψυχή, ὑπάρχει πως ταῦτα εἰ δ᾽ οὐ διῃρημένα, οὐχ ὑπάρχει. 
In these discussions there isan allusion (as all the commentators 
from Mich. Ephes. downwards have seen) to Plato. See Fé. Iv. 
443 Ὁ, &c. In the same way in the Gorgias, 491 Ὁ, a man is said 
αὐτὸς €avrov ἄρχειν, when his reason controls his ἐπιθυμίαι. 

ἐν τούτοις yap τοῖς λόγοις, κιτ.λ.] Mich. Ephes. ὃν λόγον ἔχει ὁ δοῦλος 
πρὸς <tov> δεσπότην, τὸν αὐτὸν καὶ τὸ ἄλογον μέρος τῆς ψυχῆς πρὸς 
τὸ λογιζόμενον. τοιαύτην γὰρ διέστηκε ταῦτα διάστασιν ἀπ᾿ ἀλλήλων 
ὦσετε; εἶναι τὸ μὲν ἄρχον τὸ δὲ ἀρχόμενον. Thus he makes ἐν τούτοις 
τοῖς λόγοις διέστηκε equivalent to κατὰ τούτους τοὺς λόγους 8. Grant 
translates, ‘for in the theories alluded to there is a separation made 
between the reasonable and the unreasonable part of man’s nature :” 
and Paley understands the sentence in the same way. As here 
Eudemus compares the relation of λόγον ἔχον and ἄλογον to the 
relations of master and slave, husband and wife, so Aristotle in 
Polit. 1. 5. Ὁ. 7. 2 compares the relation of master and slave to the 
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relation of νοῦς and ὄρεξις ; but whereas Eudemus is careful to say 
(6 § 9) that the δίκαιον of the domestic relations is not identical with 
πολιτικὸν δίκαιον, Aristotle, less precisely, attributes to νοῦς an ἀρχὴ 
πολιτικὴ καὶ βασιλική. 

καὶ δοκεῖ] ‘People go on to assume.’ Cf. 25. 25. 11. ὃ § 12, 13 
wore τὸ μὲν βίᾳ ἑκάτερον [sc. the ἐγκρατής and the ἀκρατής] φάναι 
ποιεῖν ἔχει λόγον, καὶ διὰ τὴν ὄρεξιν καὶ διὰ τὸν λογισμὸν ἑκάτερον 
ἄκοντα ποτὲ πράττειν κεχωρισμένα γὰρ ὄντα ἑκάτερα ἐκκρούεται ὑπ᾽ 
ἀλλήλων. ὅθεν καὶ ἐπὶ τὴν ὅλην μεταφέρουσι ψυχήν, ὅτι τῶν ἐν ψυχῇ 
τι τοιοῦτον ὁρῶσιν. ἐπὶ μὲν οὖν τῶν μορίων ἐνδέχεται τοῦτο λέγειν ἡ 
δ᾽ ὅλη ἑκοῦσα ψυχὴ καὶ τοῦ ἀκρατοῦς καὶ τοῦ ἐγκρατοῦς πράττει, βίᾳ δ᾽ 
οὐδέτερος, ἀλλὰ τῶν ἐν ἐκείνοις τι, ἐπεὶ καὶ φύσει ἀμφότερα ἔχομεν. 

ὅτι [ἐν] τούτοι] The preposition seems to me superfluous: 
compare εἶναι πρὸς ἄλληλα δίκαιόν τι καὶ τούτοις in the next sentence. 
The sentence evidently means: ‘because there may be a struggle 
between the λόγον ἔχον and the adocyov’ (κεχωρισμένα γὰρ ὄντα 
ἑκάτερα ἐκκρούεται ὑπ᾿ ἀλλήλων. 44. 2. τι. 8 8 12). Thus an ὄρεξις is 
loosely and κατὰ μεταφοράν attributed to the λόγον ἔχον: strictly 
speaking, βούλησις, which is ὄρεξις ἀγαθοῦ, though determined by 
the λόγον ἔχον, belongs to the ἄλογον, i.e. the φύσις ἄλογος peré- 
Χουσα μέντοι πη λόγου of Δ, 35. 1. 13 § 15. 

ὥσπερ οὖν ἄρχοντι καὶ ἀρχομένῳ] Cf. Plat. Gorg. 491 Ὁ. Aristot. 
Polit, 1. 13. pp. 20, 21. 


6 ὃ 2. πῶς μὲν οὖν ἔχει, κιτ.λ.] See Introduction, On siicigea: 
tions in the text. 


10§1. wore καὶ ἐπὶ ra ἄλλα, κιτ.λ.] For examples of this vague 
use of the word ἐπιεικής see Berlin Index. Grant aptly quotes 
4 ὃ 3. 

τὸ ἐπιεικέστερον ὅτι βέλτιον δηλοῦντες] Does this mean (1) ‘mean- 
ing by what is ἐπιεικέστερον what is βέλτιον᾽ or (2) ‘thus indicating 
that what is ἐπιεικέστερον is BéAriov’? 

ὁτὲ δὲ τῷ λόγῳ, κιτ.λ)] ‘There is an apparent inconsistency in 
the statement that ro ἐπιεικὲς παρὰ τὸ δίκαιόν τι ὃν ἐπαινετόν ἐστιν: 
for if ἐπιεικές is distinct from δίκαιον, and at the same time so commend- 
able a thing, do we not deny the excellence of δίκαιον ' If again 
we account both ἐπιεικές and δίκαιον excellent, do we not deny that 
there is any difference between them?’ This must be the meaning 
of the sentence, but the ordinary text is perplexed by the words 
ov δίκαιον after ἢ τὸ ἐπιεικές. I think that Giphanius (on the 
authority of the V. A.) and Trendelenburg (on conjecture) are 
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right in omitting οὐ δίκαιον. The words ov δίκαιον εἰ are omitted 
not only by the V. A., but also by ΝΡ, Lambinus reads ἢ τὸ 
ἐπιεικὲς οὐκ, εἰ δικαίου ἄλλο: Michelet and Fritzsche punctuate ἢ ro 
ἐπιεικὲς οὔ, δίκαιον εἰ ἄλλο: finally, Notel suggests ἢ τὸ ἐπιεικὲς ov 
σπουδαῖον. 


88. 3, 4. Vide Pot. τι. 8. p. 44. 2. UL 10. p. 78. 1. 15. p. 87. 
6. 16. p. go. 10 and p. 91. 8. Plat. Polit. 294 a sqq. Laws ΙΧ. 
875 C 5646. : 

§ 4. τοιαύτῃ] ‘Such that it is not possible ὀρθῶς εἰπεῖν xafoXov.’ 

§ 5. ὃ κᾶν, κιτιλ]ῆ I prefer εἶπεν to εἴποι in this sentence, be- 
cause it is distinctly assumed that the νομοθέτης is not present, and 
therefore does not pronounce. The tenses are of course quite cor- 
rect: the lawgiver would pronounce in this manner (a single act in 
present time) if he were with us (a state in present time), and would 
have legislated accordingly (a single act in past time) if he had 
known the circumstances (a state in past time). 

§ 6. ov τοῦ ἁπλῶς δέ, «.7.X.] τοῦ ἁπλῶς 1. 4. τοῦ ἁπλῶς δικαίου, 
‘the just not limited in any particular way’: διὰ τὸ ἁπλῶς i. 4. διὰ 
τὸ ἁπλῶς εἰπεῖν, Cf. ἁπλῶς εἰπών ὃ 5 and διὰ τὸ καθόλου infra, ‘ be- 
cause the statement is not limited in any particular way.’ I am 
surprised that the editors do not suspect ἁμαρτήματος. I should 
have expected apapravovros. The Paraphrast writes διὰ τοῦτο ἡ 
ἐπιείκεια δίκαιον μέν ἐστι βέλτιον «δέ». τινος Sixaiov' ov τοῦ καθόλου 
δικαίου, ἀλλὰ τοῦ νομικοῦ τοῦ διὰ τὸ καθόλου ἁμαρτάνοντος. 

§ 7. ὁ μολίβδινος κανών] “Quando murum construebant non 
ex quadratis et laeuibus, sed ex lapidibus polygoniis, in quibus alia 
eminerent alia essent concava, ut eiusmodi lapidi aspero et inae- 
quali alium lapidem quam accuratissime (non interiectis lapidibus 
minoribus) coaptarent, norma utebantur plumbea, qua ad inae- 
qualitatem saxi prioris inflexa, quod aliud saxum polygonium ad 
prius elegantissime accommodari posset, quaerebant. Eiusmodi 
accuratissima polygoniorum constructio lapidum est in muro 
quodam Cyclopio Mycenarum (Paus. 11. 16). Cf. Forchhammer. in 
eph. Allgem. Bauzeitung von Forster, 9. Jahrg. 1844. p. 274. ibid. 
Forster p. 275: ‘Noch jetzt baut man in Verona dhnliche Mauern 
aus polygonischen Steinen, und die Steinhauer bedienen sich gleich- 
falls einer beweglichen, aus mehreren Linealen zusammengesetzten 
Schmiege.’” Fritzsche. 
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From the 7tes. 


** Students of the Bible should be particu- 
larly grateful to (the aiabedte University 
Press) for having produced, with the able as- 
sistance of Dr Scrivener, a complete critical 
edition of the Authorized Version of the Eng- 
lish Bible, an edition such as, to use the words 
of the Editor, ‘would have been executed 
long ago had this version been nothing more 
than the greatest and best known of English 
classics.’ Falling at atime when the formal 
revision of this version has been undertaken 
by a distinguished company of scholars and 
divines, the publication of this edition must 
be considered most opportune. . . . . . 
For a full account of the method and plan of 
the volume and of the general results of the 
investigations connected with it we must refer 
the reader to the editor’s Introduction, which 
contains a mass of valuable information about 
the various editions of the Authorized Ver- 
sion. 


From the Athenaeum. 


** Apart from its religious importance, the 
English Bible has the glory, which but few 
sister versions indeed can claim, of being the 
chief classic of the language, of having, in 
conjunction with Shakspeare, and in an im- 
measurable degree more than he, fixed the 
language beyond any possibility of important 
change. Thus the recent contributions to the 
literature of the subject, by such workers as 
Mr Francis Fry and Canon Westcott, appeal to 
a wide range of sympathies; and to these may 
now be added Dr Scrivener, well known for 
his labours in the cause of the Greek Testa- 
ment criticism, who has brought out, for the 
Syndics of the Cambridge University Press, 
an edition of the English Bible, according to 
the text of 1611, revised by a comparison with 
later issues on principles stated by him in his 
Introduction. Here heenters at length into 
the history of the chief editions of the version, 
and of such features as the marginal notes, 
the use of italic type, and the changes of or- 
thography, as well as into the most interestin 
question as to the original texts from whic 
our translation is produced. . . ... . 
Dr Scrivener may be congratulated on a 
work which will mark an important epoch in 
the history of the English Bible, and which 
is the result of probably the most searching 
examination the text has yet received.” 


From Notes and Queries. 
‘The Syndics of the University Press 
deserve great credit for this attempt to supply 
biblical students and general readers with a 


copy of the Bible, which presents the ar- 
rangement of an unbroken text in paragraphs 
accommodated to the sense (the numerals, 
indicating the chapters and verses, being 
removed to the margin); with the broad dis- 
tinction between the prose and poetical por- 
tions of Scripture duly maintained, and with 
such passages of the Old Testament as are 
quoted in the New being marked by the use 
of open type.” 
From the Spectator. 


**Mr. Scrivener has carefully collated the 
text of our modern Bibles with that of the 
first edition of 1611, restoring the original 
reading in most places, and marking every 
place where an obvious correction has been 
made ; he has made the spelling as uniform 
as possible ; revised the punctuation (punc- 
tuation, as those who cry out for the Bible 
without note or comment should remember, 
is a continuous commentary on the text); 
carried out consistently the plan of markin 
with italics all words not found in the original, 
and carefully examined the marginal refer- 
ences. The name of Mr. Scrivener, the 
learned editor of the ‘Codex Augiensis,’ 
guarantees the quality of the work.” 


From the Methodist Recorder. 


, “This noble quarto of over 1300 pages is 
in every respect worthy of editor and pub- 
lishers alike. The name of the Cambridge 
University Press is _ ws enough for its 
perfection in outward form, the name of the 
editor is equal guarantee for the worth and 
accuracy of its contents. Without question, 
it is the best Paragraph Bible ever published, 
and its reduced price of a guinea brings it 
within reach of a lane number of students. . 
But the volume is much more than a Para- 
graph Bible. It is an attempt, and a success- 
ul attempt, to give a critical edition of the 
Authorised English Version, not (let it be 
marked) a revision, but an exact reproduc- 
tion of the original Authorised Version, as 
serra in 1611, minus patent mistakes. 
‘his is doubly vacant | at a time when the 
version is about to undergo revision. . . To 
all who at this season seek a suitable volume 
for presentation to ministers or teachers we 
earnestly commend this work.” _ 


From the London Quarterly Review. 


**The work is worthy in ev. hg acd 
the editor’s fame, and of the Cambridge 
University Press. The noble English Ver- 
sion, to which our country and religion owe 
so much, was probably never presented be- 
fore in so perfect a form.” 
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Biblical criticism. Two Vols. Crown Quarto, cloth, gilt, 31s. 6d. 


THE LECTIONARY BIBLE, WITH APOCRYPHA, 


divided into Sections adapted to the Calendar and Tables of Lessons 
of 1871. Crown Octavo, cloth, 6s. 


THE POINTED PRAYER BOOK, 
being the Book of Common Prayer with the Psalter or Psalms of 
David, pointed as they are to be sung or said in Churches. Royal 
24mo. Cloth, 1s. 6d. 
The same in square 32mo, cloth, 6¢. 
“The ‘Pointed Prayer Book’ deserves and still more for the terseness and clear- 


mention for the new and ingenious system ness of the directions given for using it."— 
on which the pointing has been marked, J res. 


GREEK AND ENGLISH TESTAMENT, 


in parallel Columns on the same page. Edited by J. SCHOLEFIELD, 
M.A. late Regius Professor of Greek in the University, Small 
Odtavo. New Edition, in the Press. 


GREEK TESTAMENT, 
ex editione Stephani tertia, 1550. Small Octavo. 3s. 6d, 


THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO ST MATTHEW 
in Anglo-Saxon and Northumbrian Versions, synoptically arranged: 
with Collations of the best Manuscripts. By J. M. KEMBLE, M.A. 
and Archdeacon HARDWICK. Demy Quarto. Ios, 


THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO ST MARK 
in Anglo-Saxon and Northumbrian Versions synoptically arranged: 
with Collations exhibiting all the Readings of all the MSS, Edited 
by the Rev. Professor SKEAT, M.A. late Fellow of Christ’s College, 
and author of a Ma@so-Goruic Dictionary. Demy Quarto. tos, 


THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO ST LUKE, 
uniform with the preceding, edited by the Rev. Professor SKEAT, 
Demy Quarto. Ios. 

THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO ST JOHN, 
uniform with the preceding, by the same Editor, Demy Quarto. τον, 


London: Cambridge Warehouse, τῇ Paternoster Row. 
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THE MISSING FRAGMENT OF THE LATIN 


TRANSLATION OF THE FOURTH BOOK oF EZRA, 
discovered, and edited with an Introduction and Notes, and a 
facsimile of the MS., by ROBERT L. BENSLY, M.A. Sub-Librarian 
of the University Library, and Reader in Hebrew, Gonville and Caius 


College, Cambridge. Demy Quarto. 


pess.”—- Westminster Renew. 

“Wer sich je mit dem 4 Buche Esra 
eingehender beschdftigt hat, wird durch die 
obige, in jeder Beziehuang musterhafte Pub- 
lication in freudiges Erstaunen versetzt wer- 
den.” — Theolagische Literaturzeitung. 

**It has been said of this book that it has 


“Edited with true scholarly complete- 


Cloth, ros. 


added a new chapter to the Bible, and, start- 
ling as the statement may at first sight ap- 
pear, it is no exaggeration of the actual fact, 
Ww by the Bible we understand that of the 
are size which contains the Apocrypha, 
ee ee 

y called a part e Apocrypha.”— 
Saturday Review. 


THEOLOGY—(ANCIENT). 
SAYINGS OF THE JEWISH FATHERS, 
comprising Pirge Aboth and Pereq R. Meir in Hebrew and English, 


with Critical and INustrative Notes. 


Ry CHARLES TAYILOR, M.A. 


Fellow and Divinity Lecturer of St John’s College, Cambridge, and 


Honorary Fellow of King’s College, London. Demy 8vo. cloth. 


“‘The most promising mode of rendering 
its (the Talmud) valuable parts accessible 
seems to be that of the separate publication 
of the more important tracts with a transla- 
tion and critical apparatus. This is what 
Mr Charles Taylor has achieved for the 
interesting Mishnah tract Masseketh Aboth 
or Pirque Aboth, which title ὁ ace a i 
as ‘‘ Sayings of the Fathers.” ese fathers 
are Rabbis who established schools and taught 
in the period from two centuries before to 
two centuries after Christ. They- are the 
men who, living in the age immediately 
succeeding the completion of the Hebrew 
Canon of Scripture, were first able to look 
on that Scripture as a whole and to compare 
passage with passage, discover the bearin 
of one assertion on another, and thus wor 
out the first opera of Biblical interpretation, 
theology, and ethics, Their_system was in 
full vigour in the time of Christ, and was 
duly imparted to all students—among others, 
of course, to our Lord Himself and to the 
learned Pharisee, St Paul. To a hrge ex- 
tent it was “i ate in the early ages of the 
Christian Church, and, through the authority 
conceded to the Fathers of the Church, be- 
came the unquestioned and orthodox system 
of interpretation till modern times. Hence 
it is peculiarly incumbent on those who look 
to Jerome or Origen for their theology or 
exegesis to learn something of their Jewish 
predecessors. The New Testament abounds 
with sayings which remarkably coincide with, 
or closely resemble, those of the Jewish 
Fathers; and these latter prove would 
furnish more satisfactory and frequent illus- 
trations of its text than the Old Testament.” 
—Saturday Review. 

“Τῆς ‘“Masseketh Aboth’ stands at the 
head of Hebrew non-canonical writings. It 


JOS. 


is of ancient date, claiming to contain the 
dicta of teachers who flourished from B.c. 200 
to the same year of our era’ The precise 
time of its compilation in its present form is, 
of course, in dowbt. Mr Taylor's explana- 
tory and illustrative commentary is very full 
and satisfactory.” —Spectater. 


_ “If we mistake not, this is the first pre- 
cise translation into the English language 
accompanied by y notes, of any por- 
tion the Talmud. In other words, it is 
the first instance of that most valuable and 
neglected portion of Jewish literature being 
treated m the same way as a Greek classic 
in an ordinary critical edition... The Tal- 
mudic books, which have been so strangely 
neglected, we foresee will be the most im- 
portant aids of the future for the proper un- 
derstanding of the Bible... The Sayings of 
the Jewish Fathers may claim to be scholar- 
ly, and, moreover, of a scholarship unusually 
τε and finished. It is greatly to be 
hoped that this instalment is an earnest of 
future work in the same direction; the Tal- 
mud is a mine that will take years to work 
out.”"— Dublin University Magazine. 


‘* A careful and thorough edition which 
does credit to English scholarship, of a short 
treatise from the Mishna, containing a series 
of casa or emma saith mostly to 

ewish teachers immediately preceding, or 
ake irae following the Christian er te 
Mr Taylor has his treasure-house replete 
with Rabbinic lore, and the entire volume 
(especially the “‘ Excursuses”) is full of most 
interesting matter. . . . We would also call 
special attention to the frequent illustration 
of phrases and ideas occurring in the New 
Testament.”—Contem porary Review. 


London; Cambridge Warehouse, 17 Paternoster Row. 


THE CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY PRESS. 


THEODORE OF MOPSUESTIA. 
The Latin version of the Commentary on St Paul’s Epistles, with the 
Greek Fragments, newly collated by the Rev. H. B. SwWETE, B.D. 
Fellow of Gonville and Caius College, Cambridge. [Jn the Press. 


SANCTI IRENAI EPISCOPI LUGDUNENSIS 
libros quinque adversus Heereses, versione Latina cum Codicibus 
Claromontano ac Arundeliano denuo collata, premissa de placitis 
Gnosticorum prolusione, fragmenta necnon Greece, Syriace, Armeniace, 
commentatione perpetua et indicibus variis edidit W. WIGAN HARVEY, 
5.T.B, Collegii Regalis olim Socius. 2 Vols. Demy Octavo, 18s, 


M. MINUCII FELICIS OCTAVIUS. 
The text newly revised from the original MS., with an English Com- 
mentary, Analysis, Introduction, and Copious Indices. Edited by 
H. A. Hotpen, LL.D, Head Master of Ipswich School, late Fellow 
of Trinity College, Cambridge. Crown Octavo, 7s. 6d. 


THEOPHILI EPISCOPI ANTIOCHENSIS 
LIBRI TRES AD AUTOLYCUM 
edidit, Prolegomenis Versione Notulis Indicibus instruxit GULIELMUS 
GILSON HuMPuHRY, S.T.B. Collegii Sancliss. Trin, apud Cantabri- 
gienses quondam Socius. Post Oc¢tavo. 5y. 


THEOPHYLACTI IN EVANGELIUM 
5, MATTHAI COMMENTARIUS, 
edited by W. G. Humpury, B.D, Prebendary of St Paul’s, late 
Fellow of Trinity College. Demy Octavo. 7s. 6d, 


TERTULLIANUS DE CORONA MILITIS, DE 
SPECTACULIS, DE IDOLOLATRIA, 
with Analysis and English Notes, by GEORGE CuRREY, D.D. Preacher 
at the Charter House, late Fellow and Tutor of St John’s College, 
Crown Octavo. 55. 


THEOLOGY—(ENGLISH). 


WORKS OF ISAAC BARROW, 
compared with the Original MSS.,, enlarged with Materials hitherto 
unpublished. A new Edition, by A. Napier, M.A, of Trinity College, 
Vicar of Holkham, Norfolk. 9 Vols. Demy Ottavo. £3. 3s. 


London; Cambridge Warchouse, τῇ Paternoster Row. 





ό PUBLICATIONS OF 


TREATISE OF THE POPE’S SUPREMACY, 


and a Discourse concerning the Unity of the Church, by ISAAC 
BARROW. Demy Ottavo. 7s. 6d. 


PEARSON’S EXPOSITION OF THE CREED, 
edited by TEMPLE CHEVALLIER, B.D. late Fellow and Tutor of 
St Catharine’s College, Cambridge. Second Edition. Demy Οέϊδνο. 
7s. 6d, 


AN ANALYSIS OF THE EXPOSITION OF 

THE CREED | 
written by the Right Rev. Father in God, JOHN PEARSON, D.D. 
late Lord Bishop of Chester. Compiled, with some additional matter 
occasionally interspersed, for the use of the Students of Bishop’s 
College, Calcutta, by W. H. MILL, D.D. late Principal of Bishop’s 
College, and Vice-President of the Asiatic Society of Calcutta; since 
Chaplain to the most Reverend Archbishop Howley; and Regius 
Professor of Hebrew in the University of Cambridge. Fourth English 
Edition. Demy O€tavo, cloth. 5s. 


WHEATLY ON THE COMMON PRAYER, 
edited by G. E. CORRIE, D.D. Master of Jesus College, Examining 
Chaplain to the late Lord Bishop of Ely. Demy Octavo. 7s. 6d. 


CESAR MORGAN’S INVESTIGATION OF THE 
TRINITY OF PLATO, 

and of Philo Judzus, and of the effects which an attachment to their 

writings had upon the principles and reasonings of the Fathers of the 

Christian Church. Revised by H. A. HOLDEN, LL.D. Head Master 

of Ipswich School, late Fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge. Crown 

Odtavo. 45. 


TWO FORMS OF PRAYER OF THE TIME OF 
QUEEN ELIZABETH. Now First Reprinted. Demy Octavo. 6d. 


‘“‘From ‘Collections and Notes’ 1867— of Occasional Forms of Prayer, but it had 
1876, by W. Carew Hazlitt (p. 340 » we learn __— been lost sight of for 200 years.’ By the 
that—‘A very remarkable volume, in the kindness of the present possessor of this 
original vellum cover, and praca ae 25 + valuable volume, containing in all 25 distinct 
Forms of Prayer of the reign of Elizabeth papveatons I am enabled to reprint in the 
each with the autograph of Humphrey Dyson, ollowing pages the two Forms of Prayer 
has lately fallen into the hands of my friend = supposed to have been lost,”—Z.ztract from 
Mr H. e. It is mentioned specially in -#ke PREFACE. 
the Preface tothe Parker Society’s volume 
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SELECT DISCOURSES, | 
by JOHN SMITH, late Fellow of Queens’ College, Cambridge. Edited by 
H. G. WILLIAMS, B.D. late Professor of Arabic. Royal O¢tavo. 7s. 6d. 


“Τῆς ‘Select Discourses’ of John Smith, 
collected and published from his papers after 
his death, are, in my opinion, much the most 
considerable work left to us by this Cambridge 
School [the Cambridge Platonists]. They 
have a right to a place in English literary 
history.".—Mr MATTHEW ARNOLD, in the 
Contemporary Review. 

“Οὐ all the products of the Cambridge 
School, the ‘Select Discourses’ are perhaps 
the highest, as they are the most accessible 
and the most widely appreciated...and indeed 
no spiritually: ought ul mind can read them 
unmoved. They carry us so cieety into an 
atmosphere of divine philosophy, luminous 
with the richest lights of meditative genius... 
He was one of those rare thinkers in whom 
largeness of view, and depth, and wealth of 
poetic and speculative insight, only served to 
evoke more fully the religious spirit, and 
while he drew the mould of his thought from 
Plotinus, he vivified the substance of it from 
St Paul.” 


**It is necessary to vindicate the distinc- 
tion of these men, because history hitherto 
has hardly done justice to them. They have 
been forgotten amidst the more noisy parties 
of their time, between whom they sought to 
mediate.... What they really did for the cause 
of religious thought has never been ade- 
quately ἀρρεεοιαιεά. They worked with too 
little combination and consistency. But it is 
impossible in any real study of the age not to 
recognise the significance of their labours, or 
to fail to see how much the higher movement 
of the national mind was due to them, while 
others carried the religious and civil struggle 
forward to its sterner issues.”—Principal 
TuLtocn, Rational Theology in England 
in the 17th Century. 

‘‘We may instance Mr Henry Griffin 
Williams’s revised edition of Mr John Smith’s 
‘Select Discourses,’ which have won Mr 
Matthew Arnold’s admiration, as an example 
of worthy work for an University Press to 
undertake.” — Times. 


THE HOMILIES, 
with Various Readings, and the Quotations from the Fathers given 
at length in the Original Languages. Edited by G. E. CORRIE, D.D. 
Master of Jesus College. Demy Octavo. 75. 6d. 


DE OBLIGATIONE CONSCIENTIZ PRAELEC- 
TIONES decem Oxonii in Schola Theologica habitz a ROBERTO 
SANDERSON, SS. Theologiz ibidem Professore Regio. With English 
Notes, including an abridged Translation, by W. WHEWELL, D.D. 
late Master of Trinity College. Demy Octavo. 75. 6d. 


ARCHBISHOP USHER’S ANSWER TO A JESUIT, 
with other Tracts on Popery. Edited by J. SCHOLEFIELD, M.A. late 
Regius Professor of Greek in the University, Demy O¢tavo. 75. 6d. 


WILSON’S ILLUSTRATION OF THE METHOD 


of explaining the New Testament, by the early opinions of Jews and 
Christians concerning Christ. Edited by T. TURTON, D.D. late Lord 
Bishop of Ely. Demy Octavo. 5s. 


. LECTURES ON DIVINITY 
delivered in the University of Cambridge, by JOHN HEy, D.D. 
Third Edition, revised by T. TURTON, D.D. late Lord Bishop of Ely. 
2 vols. Demy Octavo. 15s. 


London; Cambridge Warehouse, 17 Paternoster Row. 
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GREEK AND LATIN CLASSICS, &c. (See also pp. 18—20.) 


THE AGAMEMNON OF AESCHYLUS. 
With a Translation in English Rhythm, and Notes Critical and Ex- 
planatory. By BENJAMIN HALL KENNEDY, D.D., Regius Professor 
of Greek, Crown Octavo, cloth. 6s. 


ΠΕΡῚ AIKAIOZ TNH. 
THE FIFTH BOOK OF THE NICOMACHEAN ETHICS OF 
ARISTOTLE. Edited by HENRY JACKSON, M.A, Fellow of Trinity 
College, Cambridge. Demy Octavo, cloth. 6s. 


PINDAR. 
OLYMPIAN AND PYTHIAN ODES. With Notes Explanatory 
and Critical, Introductions and Introductory Essays. Edited by 
C. A. M. FENNELL, M.A., late Fellow of Jesus College. [/# the Press. 


PRIVATE ORATIONS OF DEMOSTHENES, 
with Introductions and English Notes, by F. A. PALEY, M.A. Editor 
of Aeschylus, etc. and J. E. SANDYS, M.A. Fellow and Tutor of St 
John’s College, and Public Orator in the University of Cambridge. 


PART I. containing Contra Phormionem, Lacritum, Paptaenetum, 


Boeotum de Nomine, Boeotum de Dote, Dionysodorum. 


Oé€tavo, cloth. 6s. 


‘“*The fame of Mr Paley as one of the 
best practical Grecians of this age would 
alone be sufficient to secure attention for this 
book among the Head Masters of our Public 
Schools and the Tutors of our Colleges .... 
It contains, in the small compass of 240 pages, 
six of the speeches of the great Athenian 
orator, which are less commonly read than 
his ‘ Philippics’ and the ‘De Corona,’ be- 
cause they rank among his ‘ private orations.’ 
And yet, equally with the greater speeches 
of the same orator, they will be found to 
illustrate not only the details of finance, 
loans, interest, banking, and other mercantile 
transactions in Greece in the time of Philip, 
but also the laws and general polity of that 
Athenian State, which was the model of the 


Crown 


ancient world.”—7imes. 

**Mr Paley’s scholarship is sound and 
accurate, his experience of editing wide, and 
if he is content to devote his learning and 
abilities to the production of such manuals 
as these, they will be received with gratitude 
throughout the higher schools of the country. 
Mr Sandys is deeply read in the German 
literature which bears upon his author, and 
the elucidation of matters of daily life, in the 
delineation of which Demosthenes is so rich, 
obtains full justice at his hands..... We 
hope that this edition may lead the way 
to a more general study of these speeches 
in schools than has hitherto been possible. 
.... The index is extremely complete, and 
of great service to learners,” —Academy. 


PART II. containing Pro Phormione, Contra Stephanum I. II.; 
Nicostratum, Cononem, Calliclem. 7s. 6d. 


“ΤΠ ε six selected Orations, aided Ὁ 
introductions and notes which supply all 
that is needed for understanding the original 
text, will place clearly before the student 
some tolerably complete pictures of life and 
lawsuits at Athens in the fourth century B.c. 
For those who are preparing for the Cam- 
bridge Tripos, the assistance which this 
volume can give will be found of the utmost 
value.”’— Times. 

Shige Heme the edition reflects credit on 
Cambridge scholarship, and ought to be ex- 
tensively used.” —A thenaum. 

‘‘In this volume we have six of Demo- 
sthenes’ private speeches, well selected and 
very carefully edited. The notes are very 
full and minute, and the introductions to the 
speeches will reward careful study.” —Sfec- 
lator. 

‘“‘To give even a brief sketch of these 
speeches [Pro Phormione and Contra Ste- 
phanum) would be incompatible with our 


* excellent runnin 


limits, though we can hardly conceive a task 
more useful to the classical or professional 
scholar than to make one for himself... ... 
It is a great boon to those who set them- 
selves to unravel the thread of arguments 
pro and con to have the aid of Mr Sandys’s 
commentary....and no 
one can say that he is ever deficient 
in the needful help which enables us to 
form a sound estimate of the rights of the 
CASE is 64 nas (The speeches against Conon 
and Callicles] seem to us eminently to de- 
serve introduction into higher school read- 
ing; if read with the notes and comments 
of the edition before us, they would give 
the tiro no vague idea of life as it was in 
Demosthenic Athens and Attica......... 
It is long since we have come upon a work 
evincing more pains, scholarship, and varied 
research and illustration than Mr Sandys’s 
contribution to the ‘Private Orations of 
Demosthenes’.”—Saturday Review, 
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PLATO’S PHDO, 


literally translated, by the late E. M. Cope, Fellow of Trinity College, 
Cambridge. Demy O¢tavo. 5s. 


ARISTOTLE. 


THE RHETORIC. With a Commentary by the late E. M. Cope, 
Fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge, revised and edited for’ the 
Syndics of the University Press by J. E. SANDYS, M.A., Fellow and 
Tutor of St John’s College, Cambridge, and Public Orator. With 
a biographical Memoir by H. A. J. MUNRO, M.A. Three Volumes, 


Demy Otavo. £1. 115, 6d, 


** This work is in many ways creditable to 
the University of Cambridge. The solid and 
extensive erudition of Mr Cope himself bears 
none the less speaking evidence to the value 
_ of the tradition which. he continued, if it is 
not equally accompanied by those qualities of 
speculative originality and independent judg- 
ment which belong more to the individual 
writer than to his school. And while it must 
ever be regretted that a work so laborious 
should not have received the last touches of 
its author, the warmest admiration is due to 
Mr Sandys, for the manly, unselfish, and un- 
cate t § spirit in which he has performed his 
most difficult and delicate task. If an English 
student wishes to have a full conception of 
what is contained in the Rhetoric of Aris- 
totle, to Mr Cope’s edition he must go.”— 
Academy. 

“Με Sandys has performed his arduous 
duties with marked ability and admirable 
tact, so that it may fairly be doubted whether 
the Commentary really suffers from want of 
the author’s own editorial care. He has 
everywhere tried, with reverent fidelity, to 
do as Mr Cope would have done, had he 
not been prevented by untimely fate. Be- 
sides the revision of Mr Cope’s material 
already referred to in his own words, Mr 
Sandys has thrown in many useful notes; 
none more useful than those that bring the 
Commentary up to the latest scholarship by 
reference to important works that have ap- 
peared since Mr Cope’s illness put a period 
to his labours. hen the adh ey Com- 
mentary stops abruptly three chapters be- 
fore the end of the third book, Mr Sandys 
carefully supplies the deficiency, following 


Cope’s ; and, what is better, he has given the 
best of the late Mr Shilleto’s ‘ Adversaria,’ 
In every part of his work—revising, supple- 
menting, and completing—he has done exe 
ceedingly well.”—E xaminer. 

**A careful examination of the work shows 
that the high expectations of classical stu- 
dents will not be disappointed. Mr Cope’s 
‘wide and minute acquaintance with all the 
Aristotelian writings,’ to which Mr Sandys 
josdy bears testimony, his thorough know 
edge of the important contributions of mo- 
dern German scholars, his ripe and accurate 
scholarship, and above all, that sound judg- 
ment and never-failing good sense which are 
the crowning merit of our best English edi- 
tions of the Classics, all combine to make 
this one of the most valuable additions to the 
knowledge of Greek literature which we have 
had for many years. ... A glance at the very 
complete indexes, for which our heartiest 
thanks are due to the care of the Public ἡ 
Orator, will show the extent of the contribu- 
tions thus made to our knowledge of Aris- 
totle’s language. ... Mr Sandys’s own additions 
are of much value, although they are gene- 
rally very brief, except in the third book. 
Indeed, while recognising the strong reasons 
against swelling the bulk of the Commentary, 
we are inclined sometimes to wish them a 
little more numerous.”—Sectator. 

*<Mr Cope was an excellent Greek scho- 
lar; he had. a copious and at the same time 
minute knowledge of the writings of Aristotle, 
and he shows both very wide reading and, 
what we think, very good judgment, in his 
explanation of the innumerable difficulties of 
Aristotle’s language. His grammatical notes 
are of unusual value; and almost everything 


Mr Cope’s general plan and the slightest 
available indications of his intended treat- 
ment. In Appendices he has reprinted from 
classical journals several articles of Mr 


P.. VERGILI MARONIS OPERA 
cum Prolegomenis et Commentario Critico pro Syndicis Preli 
Academici edidit BENJAMIN HALL KENNEDY, S.T.P., Graecae 
Linguae Professor Regius. Extra Fcap. Octavo, cloth. 55. 


M. T. CICERONIS DE OFFICIIS LIBRI TRES, 
with Marginal Analysis, an English Commentary, and copious Indices, 
by H. A. HoLDEN, LL.D. Head Master of Ipswich School, late Fellow 
of Trinity College, Cambridge, Classical Examiner to the University 
of London. Crown O¢tavo. 7s. 6d. 


needed for a comprehension of the book was 
yh da together by him.”—Contemporary 
eview. 
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ARABIC AND SANSKRIT. 


POEMS OF BEHA ED DIN ZOHEIR OF EGYPT. 


With a Metrical Translation, Notes and Introduction, by E. H. 
PALMER, M.A., Barrister-at-Law of the Middle Temple, Lord 
Almoner’s Professor of Arabic and Fellow of St John’s College 
in the University of Cambridge. 3 vols, Crown Quarto. 


Vol. I. The ARABIC TEXT. Ios, 6¢.; Cloth extra, 155. 
Vol. II. ENGLISH TRANSLATION. 10s, 6; Cloth extra, 155. 
*€ Professor Palmer’s activity in advancin -.... Itis only fair to add that the book, 


Arabic scholarship has formerly shown itself 
m the production of his excellent Arabic 
Grammar, and his Descriptive Catalogue of 
Arabic MSS. in the Library of Trinity Col- 

e, Cambridge. He has now produced an 


by sg hap a pitt ue binding, as weil 
as by the ty of the typography, w 
reflects t credit on the Cambridge Uni- 
versity is entitled to a place in the 
drawing-room.”— 7 ¢ses. 


admirable text, which illustrates in a remark- 
able manner the flexibility and graces of the 
language he loves so well, and of which he 
seems to be perfect master.... The Syndicate 
of Cambridge University must not pass with- 
out the recognition of their liberality in 
bringing out, in a worthy form, so important 
an Arabic text. It is not the first time that 
Oriental scholarship has thus been wisely 
subsidised by Cambridge.”—Jndian Mail. 

** It is impossible to quote this edition with- 
out an expression of admiration for the per- 
fection to which Arabic typography has been 
brought in England in ificent Ori- 
ental work, the production of which redounds 
to the imperishable credit of the University 
of Cambridge. It may be pronounced ope of 
the most beautiful Oriental books that have 


ever been panes in Europe: and the learning 
1 


of the Editor worthily rivals the technica 
et-up of the creations of the soul of one of 

e most tasteful ts of IslAm, the study 
of which will contribute not a little to save the 
honour of the poetry of the Arabs. Here 
first we make the acquaintance of a poet who 
pe us something better than monotonous 

escriptions of camels and deserts, and may 
even be regarded as superior in charm to al 
Mutanabbi.”—MyTHOLOGY AMONG THE HE- 
BREwS (Engl. Transl.), Ὁ. 194. 

** Professor Palmer has produced the com- 
plete works of Beh4-ed-din Zoheir in Arabic, 
and has added a second volume, containing 
an English verse translation of the whole. 


‘For ease and facility, for variety of 
metre, for imitation, either designed or un- 
conscious, of the style of several of our own 

ts, these versions deserve high praise. .... 

e have no hesitation in saying that in both 
Prof. Palmer has made an addition to Ori- 
ental literature for which scholars should be 

teful ; and that, while his knowledge of 

bic is a sufficient guarantee for his mas- 
tery of the original, his English compositions 
are distinguished by versatility, command of 
language, rhythmical cadence, and, as we 
have remarked, by not unskilful imitations of 
the styles of several of our own favourite 
poets, living and dead.” —Saturday Review, 

“This sumptuous edition of the poems of 
Beh4-ed-din Zoheir is a welcome addi- 
tion to the small series of Eastern poets 
accessible to readers who are not Oriental- 
ists. ... In all there is that exquisite finish of 
which Arabic poetry is susceptible in so rare 


adegree. The form is almost always beau- 
tiful, be-the thought what it may. ut this, 


of course, can only be fully appreciated by 
Orientalists. And this brings us to the trans- 
lation. It is excellently well done. Mr 
Palmer has tried to imitate the fall of the 
original in his selection of the English metre 
for the various pieces, and thus contrives to 
convey a faint idea of the graceful flow of 
the Arabic. ..... Altogether the inside of the 
book is worthy of the beautiful arabesque 
binding that rejoices the eye of the lover of 
Arab art.”—Academy. ; 


NALOPAKHYANAM, OR, THE TALE OF NALA; 
containing the Sanskrit Text in Roman Characters, followed by a 
Vocabulary in which each word is placed under its root, with references 
to derived words in Cognate Languages, and a sketch of Sanskrit 
Grammar. By the Rev. THOMAS JARRETT, M.A. Trinity College, 
Regius Professor of Hebrew, late Professor of Arabic, and formerly 
Fellow of St Catharine’s College, Cambridge. Demy Oétavo. τος. 


London: Cambridge Warehouse, 17 Paternoster Row. 
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MATHEMATICS, PHYSICAL SCIENCE, &c. 
Nearly Ready, Volume I. Part I. of 


A TREATISE ON NATURAL PHILOSOPHY. 


By Sir W. THOMSON, LL.D., D.C.L., F.R.S., Professor of Natural 
Philosophy in the University of Glasgow, Fellow of St Peter’s College, 
Cambridge, and P. G. TAIT, M.A., Professor of Natural Philosophy 
in the University of Edinburgh; formerly Fellow of St Peter’s College, 
Cambridge. 


ELEMENTS OF NATURAL PHILOSOPHY. 
By Professors Sir W. THOMSON and P.G. Tait. PartI. 8vo. cloth, gs. 


‘This work is designed especially for the 
use of schools and junior classes in the Unie 
versities, the mathematical methods being 
limited almost without exception to those of 
the most elementary geumetry, algebra, and 


THE ELECTRICAL RESEARCHES OF THE 
HONOURABLE HENRY CAVENDISH, F.R.S. 
Written between.1771 and 1781, Edited from the original manuscripts 


in the possession of the Duke of Devonshire, K.G., by J. CLERK 
MAXWELL, F.R.S. 


trigonometry. Tyros in Natural Philosophy 
cannot be better directed than by being told 
to give their ailigent attention to an intel- 
ligent digestion of the contents of this excel- 
lent vade mecum.”—Iron. 


THE ANALYTICAL THEORY OF HEAT. 


By JOSEPH FOURIER. Translated, with Notes, by A. FREEMAN, M.A., 
Fellow of St John’s College, Cambridge. Demy Octavo. 16s. 


‘*Fourier’s treatise is one of the very few _is a model of mathematical reasoning applied 
scientific books which can never be rendered _to physical phenomena, and is romarat e for 
antiquated by the progress of science. It is the ingenuity of the analytical process em- 
not only the first and the greatest book on loyed by the author. . . The trans- 
the physical subject of the conduction of tion of Fourier’s investigations into English 
Heat, but in every Chapter new views are _has been ably effected by Mr Freeman, who 


opened up into vast fields of mathematical 
speculation. ᾿ 

‘¢ Whatever text-books may be written, 

iving, perhaps, more succinct proofs of 

ourier’s different equations, Fourier him- 
self will in all time coming retain his Banaue 
prerogative of being the guide of his reader 
into regions inaccessible to meaner men, how- 
ever rt."—E.xtract from letter of Pro- 
Sessor Clerk Maxwell. 

‘It is time that Fourier’s masterpiece, 
The Analytical Theory of Heat, trans- 
lated by Mr Alex. Freeman, should be in- 
troduced to those English students of Mathe- 
matics who do not follow with freedom a 
treatise in any language but their own. It 


has also well and thoroughly annotated the 


_work.” — Contemporary Review, October, 


78. 

‘*There cannot be two opinions as to the 
value and importance of the 7héorte de la 
Chaleur, It has been called ‘an exquisite 
mathematical poem,’ not once but many times, 
independently, by mathematicians of different 
schools. Many of the very greatest of mo- 
dern mathematicians regard it, justly, as the 
key which first opened to them the treasure- 
house of mathematical physics. It is still she 
text-book of Heat Conduction, and there 
seems little ear prospect of its being 
superseded, though it is already more than 
half a century old.”—Nature. 


AN ELEMENTARY TREATISE ON 
QUATERNIONS. 


By P. G. TaIT, M.A., Professor of Natural Philosophy in the Univer- 
sity of Edinburgh; formerly Fellow of St Peter’s College, Cambridge, 


Second Edition. Demy 8vo. 145. 


London: Cambridge Warehouse, 14 Paternoster Row. 


12 PUBLICATIONS OF 


A CATALOGUE OF AUSTRALIAN FOSSILS 
(including Tasmania and the Island of Timor), Stratigraphically and 
Zoologically arranged, by ROBERT ETHERIDGE, Jun., F.G.S., Acting 
Palzontologist, H.M. Geol. Survey of Scotland, (formerly Assistant- 
Geologist, Geol. Survey of Victoria). 


‘*The work is arranged with great clear- papers consulted by the author, and an index 
ness, and contains a full list of the books and ἴο the genera.—“‘ Saturday Review. 


THE MATHEMATICAL WORKS OF 
ISAAC BARROW, D.D. 


Edited by ΝΥ. WHEWELL, D.D. Demy Octavo. 7s. 6d. 


ILLUSTRATIONS OF COMPARATIVE ANA- 
TOMY, VERTEBRATE AND INVERTEBRATE, 


for the Use of Students in the Museum of Zoology and Comparative 
Anatomy. Second Edition. Demy Octavo, cloth, 2s. 62, 


A SYNOPSIS OF THE CLASSIFICATION OF 
THE BRITISH PALAZOZOIC ROCKS, 


by the Rev. ADAM SEDGWICK, M.A., F.R.S., formerly Woodwardian 
Professor, and Fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge; witha systematic 
description of the British Palzeozoic Fossils in the Geological Museum 
of the University of Cambridge, by FREDERICK M°Coy, F.G.S., 
Professor of the Natural Sciences in the University of Melbourne ; 
formerly Professor of Geology and Mineralogy in the Queen’s Uni- 
versity in Ireland; with Figures of the New and Imperfectly known 
Species, One volume, Royal Quarto, cloth, with Plates, 41. 15s. 


A CATALOGUE OF THE COLLECTION OF 
CAMBRIAN AND SILURIAN FOSSILS 
contained in the Geological Museum of the University of Cambridge, 
by J. W. SALTER, F.G.S. With a Preface by the Rev. ADAM SEDG- 
WICK, LL.D., F.R.S., and a Table of Genera and Index added by 
Professor MORRIS, F.G.S. With a Portrait of PROFESSOR SEDGWICK. 

Royal Quarto, cloth, 75. 6d. 


CATALOGUE OF OSTEOLOGICAL SPECIMENS 


contained in the Anatomical Museum of the University of Cam- 
bridge. Demy Octavo. 25. 6d. 


ASTRONOMICAL OBSERVATIONS 


made at the Observatory of Cambridge by the Rev. JAMES CHALLIs, 
M.A., F.R.S., F.R.A.S., Plumian Professor of Astronomy and Experi- 
mental Philosophy in the University of Cambridge, and Fellow of 
Trinity College. For various Years, from 1846 to 1860, 


London: Cambridge Warehouse, 17 Paternoster Row. 


THE CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY PRESS. 13 


LAW. 


THE FRAGMENTS OF THE PERPETUAL 
EDICT OF SALVIUS JULIANUS, 


collected, arranged, and annotated by BRYAN WALKER, M.A. LL.D., 
Law Lecturer of St John’s College, and late Fellow of Corpus Christi 
College, Cambridge. Crown 8vo., Cloth, Price 6s. 


THE COMMENTARIES OF GAIUS AND RULES © 
OF ULPIAN. (New Edition, revised and enlarged.) 


With a Translation and Notes, by J.T. ABpy, LL.D., Judge of County 
Courts, late Regius Professor of Laws in the University of Cambridge, 
and BRYAN WALKER, M.A., LL.D., Law Lecturer of St John’s 
College, Cambridge, formerly Law Student of Trinity Hall and 
Chancellor’s Medallist for Legal Studies. Crown O€tavo, 16s. 


** As scholars and as editors Messrs Abd 


and Walker have done their work well. 
. ὁ. For one thing the editors deserve 
special commendation. They have presented 
Gaius to the reader with few notes and those 
merely by wa 


of reference or necessary 
explanation. 


hus the Roman jurist is 
allowed to speak for himself, and the reader 
feels that he is really studying Roman law 
in the original, and not a fanciful representa- 
tion of it.”—A thenaum. . 
‘¢The number of books on various subjects 
of the civil law, which have lately issued from 
the Press, shews that the revival of the stud 
of Roman jurisprudence in this country is 
genuine and increasing. The present edition 


of Gaius and Ulpian from the Cambridge 
University Press indicates that the Universi- 
ties are alive to the importance of the move- 
ment, and the fact that the new edition has 
made its appearance within four years from 
the original production of the book, should 
encourage the Syndics to further efforts in the 
same direction. The auspices under which 
Messrs Abdy and Walker produce their book 
are a guarantee that it is a scholarly and 
accurate performance; and Mr Abdy’s prac- 
tical experience as a County Court Judge 
supplies a link between theory and practice 
which, no doubt, has had a beneficial effect 
upon their work.”—Law JFournal. 


THE INSTITUTES OF JUSTINIAN, 


translated with Notes by J. T. ΑΒΡΥ, LL.D., Judge of County Courts, 
late Regius Professor of Laws in the University of Cambridge, and 
formerly Fellow of Trinity Hall; and BRYAN WALKER, M.A., LL.D., 
Law Lecturer of St John’s College, Cambridge; late Fellow and 
Lecturer of Corpus Christi College; and formerly Law Student of 


Trinity Hall. 


“γε welcome here a valuable contribution 
to the study of jurisprudence. The text of 
the /zstitutes is occasionally perplexing, even 
to practised scholars, whose knowledge of 
classical models does not always avail them 
in dealing with the technicalities of. legal 
phraseology. Nor can the ordinary diction- 
aries be expected to furnish all the help that 
is wanted. This translation will then be of 
great use. To the ordinary student, whose 
attention is distracted from the subject-matter 
by the difficulty of struggling through the 
language in which it is contained, it will be 
almost indispensable.” —Sfectator. 

“‘ The notes are learned and carefully com- 
piled, and this edition will be found useful 
to students.” —Law Times. 

‘“‘Dr Abdy and Dr Walker have produced 
a book which is both elegant and useful. ... 


Crown Oétavo, 16s. 


Instead of a general historical summary in 
the form of an Introduction, we find a num- 
ber of disquisitions on various points, partly 
historical and partly purely legal, in the 
Appendix at the end. We conceive that 
these short essays, treating of atria fotestas, 
marriage, adoption, and the like, will be of 
much service to the student, as presenting, 
in a compendious form, yet not too scantily 
to be useful, that which would otherwise 
have to be gleaned with labour from a large 
surface. The new book is also distinguished 
by another special feature; an ‘Analysis of 
the Institutes’ is given, in a tabular form, at 
the beginning. .. The ‘ Analysis’ is, undeni- 
ably, a useful addition, and the authors de- 
serve credit both for the idea and for the 
style of execution.”—A thenaeum. 


GROTIUS DE JURE BELLI ET PACIS, 


with the Notes of Barbeyrac and others.; accompanied by an abridged 
Translation of the Text, by W. WHEWELL, D.D. late Master of Trinity 
College. 3 Vols. Demy Octavo, 30s. The translation separate, 10s, 


London: Cambridge Warehouse, 17 Paternoster Row. 
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HISTORY. 
HISTORY OF NEPAL, 


translated by MUNSHI SHEW SHUNKER SINGH and PANDIT SHRI 
GUNANAND ; edited with an Introductory Sketch of the Country and 
People by Dr D. WRIGHT, late Residency Surgeon at Kathmanda, 
and with facsimiles of native drawings, and portraits of Sir JUNG 


BAHADUR, the KING OF NEPAL, &c. 


“The cainbedge University Press have 
done well in publishing this work. Such 
translations are valuable not only to the his- 
torian but also to the ethnologist....... Dr 
Wright’s Introduction is based on personal 
inquiry and observation, is written intelli- 
gently and candidly, and adds much to the 
value of the volume. The coloured litho- 
graphic plates are interesting.” —Natxre. 

‘*The history has appeared at a very op 
portune moment... The volume...is beautifully 

rinted, and supplied with portraits of Sir 

ung Bahadoor and others, and with excel- 
ent coloured sketches illustrating Nepaulese 
architecture and religion.”—£ xaminer. 

*“In pleasing contrast with the native his- 
tory are the five introductory chapters con- 
tributed by Dr Wright himself, who saw as 
much of Nepal during his ten years’ sojourn 
as the strict rules enforced against foreigners 
even by Jung Bahadur would let him see.”— 
Indian Mail. 

“Von nicht geringem Werthe dagegen sind 
die Beigaben, welche Wright als ‘Appendix’ 
hinter der ‘history’ folgen ldsst, Aufzah- 
lungen namlich der in Nep4l iblichen Musik- 
Instrumente, Ackergerathe, Miinzen, Ge- 


Super-royal 8vo. Price 21s. 


wichte, Zeittheilung, sodann ein kurzes 
Vocabular in Parbatiya und NewéAri, einige 
Newé4ri songs mit Interlinear-Uebersetzung, 
eine Kdnigsliste, und, last not least, ein 
Verzeichniss der von ihm mitgebrachten 
Sanskrit-Mss., welche jetzt in der Universi- 
tats- Bibliothek in Cambridge deponirt sind.” 
—A. Wessr, Literaturseitung, Jabrgang 
1877, Nr. 26. 
‘This native history is a most interesting 
contribution to our knowledge of Nepaul; 
and the accuracy of the translation is certified 
by the fact of its having been made by the 
Mieer Moonshee attached to the British Re- 
pasa at Ἐ ππτπιεπᾶσο, who has hs ΤΑ 
epaul for nearly 30 years, assiste e 
Pundit Shree Gunanund, who is a native of 
Nepaul, and whose ancestors have for man 
generations been the compilers of this his- 
tory.” —Times. 

**On trouve le portrait et la généalogie 
de Sir Jang Bahadur dans I’excellent ouvrage 
que vient de publier Mr Daniel Wright,,..... 
sous le titre de ‘ History of Nepal, translated 
from the Parbatiya, etc.’ ἘΜ, GARCIN DE 
Tassy in La Langue et la Littérature Hin- 
doustantes in 1877. Paris, 1878. 


SCHOLAE ACADEMICAE: 


Some Account of the Studies at the English Universities in the 
Eighteenth Century. By CHRISTOPHER WORDSWORTH, M.A., 
Fellow of Peterhouse; Author of “Social Life at the English 


Universities in the Eighteenth Century.” 


“‘The general object of Mr Wordsworth’s 
book is sufficiently apparent from its title. 
He has collected a great quantity of minute 
and curious information about the working 
of Cambridge institutions in the last century, 
with an occasional comparison of the corre- 
sponding state of things at Oxford. It is of 
course impossible that a book of this kind 
should be altogether entertaining as litera- 
ture. To a great extent it is purely a book 
of reference, and as such it will be of per- 
manent value for the historical knowledge of 
English education and learning.” —Saturday 
Review. 

*‘ This work follows the modern historical 
method; it is not an argumentative romance 
with a few facts let in where they support 
a favourite view, but a careful exhumation of 
dead records; which are made to bring 
before us a live past, by being placed in due 
connection by a man who understands them 
and loves his subject..... In the work before 
us, which is strictly what it professes to be, 
an account of university studies, we obtain 
authentic information upon the course and 
changes of philosophical thought in this 
country, upon the general estimation of 
letters, upon the relations of doctrine and 
science, upon the range and thoroughness of 


Demy octavo, cloth, 15s. 


education, and we may add, upon the cat- 
like tenacity of life of ancient forms.... The 
particulars Mr Wordsworth gives us in his 
excellent arrangement are most varied, in- 
teresting, and instructive. Among the mat- 
ters touched upon are Libraries, Lectures, 
the Tripos, the Trivium, the Senate House, 
the Sc ools, text-books, subjects of study, 
foreign opinions, interior life. We learn 
even of the various University periodicals 
that have had their day. And last, but not 
least, we are given in an appendix a highly 
interesting series of private letters from a 
Cambridge student to John Strype, givin 
a vivid idea of life as an undergraduate an 
afterwards, as the writer became a graduate 
and a fellow.”—University Magazine. 
**Only those who have engaged in like la- 
bours will be able fully to appreciate the 
sustained industry and conscientious accuracy 
discernible in every page.... Of the whole 
volume it may be said that it is a genuine 
service rendered to the seney of University 
history, and that the habits of thought of any 
writer educated at either seat of learning in 
the last century will, in many cases, be far 
better understood after a consideration of the 
materials here collected.” —Academy. 


London: Cambridge Warehouse, 17 Paternoster Row. 
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LIFE AND TIMES OF STEIN, OR GERMANY 
AND PRUSSIA IN THE NAPOLEONIC AGE, 
by J. R. SEELEY, M.A., Regius Professor of Modern History in 


the University of Cambridge, with Portraits and Maps. 


Demy 8vo. 485. 


3 Vols. 


THE UNIVERSITY OF CAMBRIDGE FROM 
THE EARLIEST TIMES TO THE ROYAL 
INJUNCTIONS OF 1535, 


by JAMES Bass MULLINGER, M.A, Demy 8vo. cloth (734 pp.), 125. 


**We have hitherto had no satisfacto 
book in English on the subject. .. . The fourt 
chapter contains a most interesting account 
of **Student Life in the Middle Ages,” but an 
abstract of it would take up so much space 
that we must refer our readers to the book 
itself. Our difficulty throughout has been to 
give any adequate account of a book in which 
so much interesting information is condensed, 
and we must for the present give up any hope 
of describing the chapters on ‘Cambridge 
‘at the Revival of Classical Learning’ and 
‘Cambridge at the Reformation,’ though a 
better account nowhere exists of one of the 
most eventful periods of our history. .. . 
We trust Mr Mullinger will yet continue 
his history and bring it down to our own 
day.”-—Academy. 


*¢ Any book which throws light on the ori- 
gin and early history of our Universities 
will always be gladly welcomed by those who 
are interested in education, especially a book 
which is so full of varied information as Mr 
Mullinger’s History of Cambridge. He has 
brought together a mass of instructive details 
lacey the rise and progress, not only of 
his own University, but of all the principal 
Universities of the Middle Ages...... e 
hope some day that he may continue his 
labours, and give us a history of the Uni- 
versity during the troublous times of the Re- 
formation and the Civil War.”—A theneum. 

‘*Mr Mullinger’s work is one of great 
learning and research, which can hardly fail 
to become a standard book of reference on 
the subject... . We can most strongly recom- 
mend this book to our readers.” —Sfectator. 


HISTORY OF THE COLLEGE OF ST JOHN 
THE EVANGELIST, 


by THOMAS BAKER, B.D., Ejected Fellow. 


Edited by JOHN E. B. 


Mayor, M.A., Fellow of St John’s. Two Vols. Demy 8vo. 24s. 


** It may be doubted whether there is any 
MS. in existence which Cambridge men have 
been more anxious to see committed to the 

ess, under competent editorship, than the 
History of St John’s by that Socius Ejectus 
Thomas Baker, whose life Walpole desired 
to write..... Itis perhaps well for Baker’s 
reputation .. that it was reserved for so pecu- 
liarly competent an editor as Mr Mayor to 
give this history to the world. . . Ifitbe highly 
to the credit of the Syndics of the Pitt Press 
to have printed the book, the manner in 
which he has edited it reflects no less credit 
upon Mr Mayor.” —Notes and Queries. 

“Το antiquaries the book will be a source 
of almost inexhaustible amusement, by his- 
torians it will be found a work of considerable 
service on questions respecting our social 
progress in past times; and the care and 
thoroughness with which Mr Mayor has dis- 
charged his editorial functions are creditable 
to his learning and industry.” —A thenaenme. 

“The work displays very wide reading, 


and it will be of great use to members of the 
college and of the university, and, perhaps, 
of still greater use to students of English 
history, ecclesiastical, political, social, literary 
and academical, who have hitherto had to be 
content with ‘ Dyer.’”—Academy. 

**It may be thought that the history ofa 
college cannot be particularlyattractive. The 
two volumes before us, however, have some- 
thing more than a mere special interest for 
those who have been in any way connected 
with St John’s College, Cambridge; they 
contain much which will be read with pleasure 
by a far wider circle. Many of the facts 
brought under our notice are of considerable 
value to the general historical student. . . . 
Every member of this ancient foundation 
will recognize the worth of Mr Mayor’s 

bours, which, as it will appear, have been 
by no means confined to mere ordinary edi- 
torial work. . . . The index with which Mr 
Mayor has furnished this useful work leaves 
nothing to be desired.” —.Spectator. 


THE ARCHITECTURAL HISTORY OF THE 
UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES OF CAMBRIDGE, 
By the late Professor WILLIS, M.A. With numerous Maps, Plans, ᾿ 


and Illustrations. 


Continued to the present time, and edited 


by JOHN WILLIS CLARK, M.A., formerly Fellow 


of Trinity College, Cambridge. 


[J the Press. 





London: Cambridge Warehouse, 17 Paternoster Row, 
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In Preparation. 


THE CAMBRIDGE GREEK TESTAMENT, 
FOR SCHOOLS AND COLLEGES, 
with a Revised Text, based on the most recent critical authorities, and 
English Notes, prepared under the direction of the General Editor, 
THE VERY REVEREND J. J. 5. PEROWNE, D.D., 
DEAN OF PETERBOROUGH. 


The books will be published separately, as in the “Cambridge Bible 
for Schools.” 


MISCELLANEOUS. 
STATUTA ACADEMLZ CANTABRIGIENSIS. 


Demy Oétavo. 2s. sewed, 


ORDINATIONES ACADEMIZe CANTABRIGIENSIS. 
Demy O€ctavo, cloth. 35. 6d. 


TRUSTS, STATUTES AND DIRECTIONS affecting 
(1) The Professorships of the University. (2) The Scholarships and 
Prizes. (3) Other Gifts and Endowments. Demy 8vo. 5s. 


COMPENDIUM OF UNIVERSITY REGULATIONS, 
for the use of persons in Statu Pupillari. Demy O¢tavo. 6d. 


CATALOGUE OF THE HEBREW MANUSCRIPTS 
preserved in the University Library, Cambridge. By Dr S. M. 
SCHILLER-SZINESSY. Volume I. containing Section 1. Zhe Holy 
Scriptures, Section 11. Commentaries on the Bible. Demy Octavo. gs. 
A CATALOGUE OF THE MANUSCRIPTS 
preserved in the Library of the University of Cambridge. Demy 
Octavo. 5 Vols. ros. each. 
INDEX TO THE CATALOGUE. Demy Oé€tavo. τος. 
A CATALOGUE OF ADVERSARIA and printed 
books containing MS. notes, preserved in the Library of the University 
of Cambridge. 35. 6d. 
THE ILLUMINATED MANUSCRIPTS IN THE 
LIBRARY OF THE FITZWILLIAM MUSEUM, 


Catalogued with Descriptions, and an Introduction, by WILLIAM 
GEORGE SEARLE, M.A., late Fellow of Queens’ College, and Vicar of 
Hockington, Cambridgeshire. Demy Octavo. 7s. 6d. 


A CHRONOLOGICAL LIST OF THE GRACES, 


Documents, and other Papers in the University Registry which con- 
cern the University Library. Demy O¢tavo. 25. 6d. 


CATALOGUS BIBLIOTHECAA BURCKHARD. 
TIAN. Demy Quarto. 55. 


London: Cambridge Warehouse, 17 Paternoster Row. 
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THE CAMBRIDGE BIBLE FOR SCHOOLS. 


THE want of an Annotated Edition of the BIBLE, in handy portions, 
suitable for School use, has long been felt. 

In order to provide Text-books for School and Examination pur- 
poses, the CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY PRESs has arranged to publish the 
several books of the BIBLE in separate portions at a moderate price, 
with introductions and explanatory notes. 

The Very Reverend J. J. S. PEROWNE, D.D., Dean of Peter- 
borough, has undertaken the general editorial supervision of the work, 
and will be assisted by a staff of eminent coadjutors. Some of the 
books have already been undertaken by the following gentlemen : 


Rev. A. Carr, M.A., late Fellow of Oriel. College, Oxford, Assistant 
Master at Wellington College. 

Rev. T. K. CHEYNE, Fellow of Balliol College, Oxford. 

Rev. 5. Cox, Nottingham. 

Rev. A. B. Davipson, D.D., Professor of Hebrew, Edinburgh. . 

Rev. ΕἸ W. FARRAR, D.D., Canon of Westminster. 

Rev. A. E. HUMPHREYS, M.A., Fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge. 

Rev. A. F. KIRKPATRICK, M.A., Fellow of Trinity College. 

Rev. J. J. Lias, M.A., Professor at St David's College, Lampeter. 

Rev. J.R. LuMBy, D.D., Fellow of St Catharine's College. 

Rev. G. F. MACLEAR, D.D., Head Master of King’s Coll. School, London. 

Rev. H.C. G. Μοῦ", M.A., Fellow of Trinity College. 

Rev. W. F. MouLTon, D.D., Head Master of the Leys School, Cambridge. 

Rev. E. H. PEROWNE, D.D., Fellow and Tutor of Corpus Christt 
Coll., Cambridge, Examining Chaplain to the Bishop of St Asaph. 

The Ven. T. T. PEROWNE, M.A., date Fellow of Corpus Christi College, 
Cambridge, Archdeacon of Norwich. 

Rev. E. H. PLumptre, D.D., Professor of Biblical Exegesis, King’s 
College, London. 

Rev. W. SANDAY, M.A., Principal of Bishop Hatfield Hall, Durham, 

Rev. W. Simcox, M.A., Rector of Weyhill, Hants. 

Rev. ROBERTSON SMITH, M.A., Professor of Hebrew, Aberdeen. 

Rev. A. W. STREANE, M.A., Fellow of Corpus Christi Coll., Cambridge. 

Rev. H.W. WATKINS, M.A., Warden of St Augustine’s Coll., Canterbury. 

Rev. G. H. WHITAKER, M.A., Fellow of St Fohn’s College, Cambridge. 


Now Ready. 
THE BOOK OF JOSHUA. Edited by Rev. 6. F. 
MACLEAR, D.D. With 2 Maps. 2s. 6d. 
THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO ST MATTHEW. 
Edited by the Rev. A. CARR, M.A. With 2 Maps. 25. 6d. 


THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO ST MARK. Edited 
by the Rev. G. F. MACLEAR, D.D., (with 2 Maps) cloth, extra 
fcap. 8vo. 25. 6d. 


THE FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS. 
By the Rev. J. J. Lias, M.A. With a Map and Plan. Cloth, 25. 
THE GENERAL EPISTLE OF ST JAMES. By the 


Rev. Professor PLUMPTRE, D.D. 15. 6d. 


THE BOOK OF JONAH. By Archdeacon PEROWNE. 
Cloth. 15. 6d. 


Nearly Ready. 


THE EPISTLES OF ST PETER AND ST JUDE. 
By the Rev. Professor PLUMPTRE, D.D. 


London: Cambridge Warehouse, τὴ, Paternoster Row. 
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THE PITT PRESS SERIES. 


I. GREEK. 


THE ANABASIS OF XENOPHON, Booxk II. 
With a Map and English Notes by ALFRED PReETor, M.A., 
Fellow of St Catharine’s College, Cambridge ; Editor of Persius 
and Cicero ad Altium Book i. Price 23. 


BOOKS I. III. IV. AND V. By the same Editor. 
Price 28. cath. 


“Τῆς little volume (III.) is on every account well suited, either for schools or 
for the Local Examinations.”— 7% 


Cambridge 

mining edie case The text is large and clearly printed, and the notes 
explain all difficulties. . . . Mr Pretor’s notes seem to be all that could be wished as 
regards grammar, geography, and other matters.”—7he Academy. 


EURIPIDES. HERCULES FURENS. With 
Introductions, Notes and Analysis. By J. T. HUTCHINSON, B.A., 
Christ’s College, Cambridge, and A. Gray, B.A., Fellow of 
Jesus College, Cambridge. Cloth, extra fcap. 8vo. Price 25. 


** Messrs Hutchinson and Gray have produced a careful and useful edition.” — 
Saturday Review. 


LUCIANI SOMNIUM CHARON PISCATOR 
ET DE LUCTU 


with English Notes. Edited for the Syndics of the University Press, by 
W. E. HEITLAND, M.A., Fellow and Lecturer of St John’s Colleze, 
Cambridge, Editor of Cicero pro Murena, &c. Price 35. 6d, 


ll. LATIN. 


M. T. CICERONIS DE AMICITIA. Edited by 
: ao REID, M.L., Fellow of Gonville and Caius College, Cam- 
ridge. 


M. T. CICERONIS ORATIO PRO ARCHIA 
POETA. Edited by J. S. RE1p, M.L., late Fellow of Christ’s 
College, Cambridge. Price τς. 6d. 


M. T. CICERONIS PRO L. CORNELIO BALBO 
ORATIO. Edited by J. 5. Remp, M.L. late Fellow of Christ’s 
College, Cambridge. rice τς. 6d. 


‘Mr Reid’s Orations for Archias and for Balbus profess to keep in mind the 
training of the student’s eye for the finer and more delicate matters of scholarship no 
less than for the more obvious; and not only deal with the commonplace nofadilia of a 
Latin oration as they serve the needs of a commonplace student, but also point out 
the specialities of Cicero’s subject-matter and modes of expression. .. We are bound 
to recognize the pains devoted in the annotation of these two orations to the minute 
and thorough study of their Latinity, both in the ordinary notes and in the textual 
appendices. ’—Saturday Review. 
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P. OVIDII NASONIS FASTORUM LIBER VI. 
With a Plan of Rome and Notes by A. Sripcwick, M.A. late 
Fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge, and Assistant Master in 
Rugby School. rice 15. δεῖ, 

“Mr Sidgwick’s editing of the Sixth Book of Ovid's Fasff furnishes a careful and 
serviceable volume for average students. It eschews ‘construes’ which supersede 
the use of the dictionary, but gives full explanation of grammatical usages and his- 
torical and mythical allusions, besides illustrating peculiarities of style, true and false 
derivations, and the more remarkable variations of the text."—Saturday Review. 


GAI IULI CAESARIS DE BELLO GALLICO 
COMMENTARIUS SEPTIMUS. With two Plans and English 
Notes by A, G. Peskert, B.A, Fellow of Magdalene College, 
Cambridge. rice 25. 

“Tn an unusually succinct introduction he gives all the preliminary and collateral 
information that is likely to be useful to a young student; and, wherever we have 


examined his notes, we have found them eminently practical and satisfying. . . 
mes may well be recommended for careful study in school or college."—Saturday 


BEDA’S ECCLESIASTICAL HISTORY, 
BOOKS III., IV., the Text printed from the very ancient MS. 
in the Cambridge University Library, and collated with six other 
MSS. Edited, with a life from the German of EBERT, and with 
Notes, Glossary, Onomasticon, and Index by J. E. B. Mayor, 
M.A,, Professor of Latin, and J. R. Lumpy, D.D., Fellow of 
St Catharine’s College. rice 75, 6d. 


P. VERGILI MARONIS AENEIDOS LIBER VI. 
Edited with Notes by A. Srpcwick, M.A. (late Fellow of 
Trinity College, Cambridge, Assistant Master in Rugby School). 
Cloth, extra fcap. 8vo. Price 15, 6d. 


BOOKS X., ΧΙ, XII. by the same Editor. Is. 6d. each. 


** Mr Arthur Sidgwick’s ‘ Vergil, Aeneid, Book XII." is worthy of his reputation, 
and is oo y the same acuteness and accuracy of knowledge, appreciation 
of a boy's difficulties and ingenuity and resource in meeting them, which we have on 
other occasions had reason to praise in these pages."—Tike Academy. 

“As masterly in its clearly divided preface and appendices as in the sound and 
independent character of its annotations.... There is a great deal more in the notes 
than mere compilation and suggestion.... No difficulty is left unnoticed or un- 
handled.”—Safurday Review. 


BOOKS X., ΧΙ, XII. in one volume. Price 3s. 6d. 


M. T. CICERONIS ORATIO PRO L. MURENA, 
with English Introduction and Notes, By W. E. HEITLAND, 
M.A., Fellow and Classical Lecturer of St John’s College, Cam- 
bridge. Second Edition, carefully revised. Small 8vo, rice 35, 

“Those students are to be deemed fortunate who have to read Cicero’s lively and 
brilliant oration for L. Murena with Mr Heitland’s handy edition, which may be pro- 
nounced ,*four- εὐ in point of equipment, and which has, not without good 
reason, attained the honours of a second edition.”—Satwrday Review, 


London: Cambridge Warehouse, τῇ Paternoster Row. 
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M. T. CICERONIS IN Q. CAECILIUM DIVI- 
NATIO ET IN C. VERREM ACTIO PRIMA. With Intro- 
duction and Notes by W. E. HEITLAND, M.A., and HERBERT 
CowlE, M.A., Fellows of St John’s College, Cambridge. Cloth, 
extra fcp. 8vo. rice 35. 


Μ. T. CICERONIS IN GAIUM VERREM AC- 


TIO PRIMA. With Introduction and Notes. By H. Cowlg, 
M.A., Fellow of St John’s College, Cambridge. rice τς. 6d. 


M. T. CICERONIS ORATIO PRO TITO ANNIO 
MILONE, with a Translation of Asconius’ Introduction, Marginal 
Analysis and English Notes. Edited by the Rev. JOHN 
SMYTH PuRTON, B.D., late President and Tutor of St Catharine’s 
College. Cloth, small crown 8vo. Price 2s. 6d. 


** The editorial work is excellently dome, but the book contains more than is re- 
quired for University Local Examinations, and is rather suited to the higher forms 
of public schools.” — The Academy. 


M. ANNAEI LUCANI PHARSALIAE LIBER 
PRIMUS, edited with English Introduction and Notes by W. E. 
HEITLAND, M.A. and C. E. HASKINS, M.A., Fellows and Lec- 
turers of St John’s College, Cambridge. Price 1s. 6d. 

“4Α careful and scholarlike production.”—Zémes. 


‘*In nice parallels of Lucan from Latin poets and from Shakspeare, Mr Haskins 
and Mr Heitland deserve praise.”—Saturday Review. 


Hl. FRENCH. 


HISTOIRE DU SIECLE DE LOUIS XIV. 
PAR VOLTAIRE. Chaps. L—XIII. Edited with Notes Phi- 
lological and Historical, Bibliographical and Geographical Indices, 
etc. by GUSTAVE MASSON, B.A. Univ. Gallic., Officier d’ Académie, 
Assistant Master and Librarian of Harrow School. 


M. DARU, par M. Ὁ. A. SAINTE-BEUVE, (Causeries 
du Lundi, Vol. IX.). With Biographical Sketch of the Author, 
and Notes Philological and Historical. By GusTAvVE MAsson, 
B.A. Univ. Gallic., Assistant Master and Librarian, Harrow 
School. Price 25. 


LA SUITE DU MENTEUR. A Comedy in Five 


Acts, by P. CORNEILLE. Edited with Fontenelle’s Memoir of 
the Author, Voltaire’s Critical Remarks, and Notes Philological 
and Historical By GusTAVE Masson. Price as. 


LA JEUNE SIBERIENNE. LE LEPREUX 
DE LA CITE D’AOSTE. Tales by Count XAVIER DE 
MAIsTRE. With Biographical Notice, Critical Appreciations, and 
Notes. By GUSTAVE MASSON. Price 25. 


London: Cambridge Warehouse, τὴ Paternoster Row. 
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LE DIRECTOIRE. (Considérations sur la Révo- 


lution Francaise. Troisiéme et quatriéme parties.) Par MADAME 
LA BARONNE DE STAEL-HOLSTEIN. With a Critical Notice of 
the Author, a Chronological Table, and Notes Historical and 
Philological. By GusTAVE MASSON. rice 25, 

‘* Prussia under Frederick the Great, and France under the Directory, bring 
us face to face respectively with periods of history which it is right should be 
known thoroughly, and which are well treated in the Pitt Press volumes. 
The latter in particular, an extract from the world-known work of Madame 
de Staél on the French Revolution, is beyond all praise for the excellence 
both of its style and of its matter.”— Zimes. 


DIX ANNEES D’EXIL. Livre II. CHAPITRES 


r—8,. Par MADAME LA BARONNE DE STAEL-HOLSTEIN. With 
a Biographical Sketch of the Author, a Selection of Poetical 
Fragments by Madame de Staél’s Contemporaries, and Notes 
Historical and Philological By GUSTAVE MAsson, B.A. Univ. 
Gallic., Assistant Master and Librarian, Harrow School. Price 25. 

“The choice made by M. Masson of the second book of the Memoirs of 


Madame de Staél appears specially felicitous. . . . This is likely to be one of the 
most favoured of M. Masson’s editions, and deservedly so.” —A cademy. 


FREDEGONDE ET BRUNEHAUT. A Tragedy 
in Five Acts, by N. LEMERCIER. Edited with Notes, Genea- 
logical and Chronological Tabies, a Critical Introduction and a 
Biographical Notice. By GusTAVE MASSON. rice 25. 


‘* Like other books in the ‘ Pitt Press Series,’ this is neatly printed, and the 
notes are short and serviceable. Of the tragedy itself the best trait is its style, 
which has been described as ‘ Cornelian.’ —A thene@unt. 


LE VIEUX CELIBATAIRE. A Comedy, by 
COLLIN D’HARLEVILLE. With a Biographical Memoir, and 
Grammatical, Literary and Historical Notes. By the same Editor. 
Price 25. 


‘*M. Masson is doing good work in introducing learners to some of the 
less-known French play-writers. The arguments are admirably clear, and the 
notes are not too abundant.” —A cademty. 


LA METROMANIE, A Comedy, by ΡΙΚΟΝ, with 
a Biographical Memoir, and Grammatical, Literary and Historical 
Notes. By the same Editor. vice as. 


LASCARIS, ou LES GRECS DU XV. SIECLE, 


Nouvelle Historique, par A. F. VILLEMAIN, Secrétaire Perpétuel 
de |’Académie Frangaise, with a Biographical Sketch of the Author, 
a Selection of Poems on Greece, and Notes Historical and Philo- 
logical, By the same Editor. Price 2s. 
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IV. GERMAN. 
DER OBERHOF. A Tale of Westphalian Life, 


by KARL IMMERMANN. With a Life of Immermann and English 
Notes, by WILHELM WAGNER, Ph.D., Professor at the Johan- 
meum, Hamburg. 


A BOOK OF GERMAN DACTYLIC POETRY. 
Arranged and Annotated by WILHELM WAGNER, Ph.D. Professor 
at the Johanneum, Hamburg. rice 3s. 


Der erfte τα (THE FIRST CRUSADE), by 


FRIEDRICH VON RAUMER. Condensed from the Author’s ‘History 
of the Hohenstaufen’, with a life of RAUMER, two Plans and 
English Notes. By WILHELM WAGNER, Ph.D. Professor at the 
Johanneum, Hamburg. Price 25. | 
‘¢ Certainly no more interesting book could be made the subject of examinations. 


The story of the First Crusade has an undying interest. The notes are, on the whole, 
good.”—Educational Times. 


A BOOK OF BALLADS ON GERMAN HIS- 
TORY. Arranged and Annotated by WILHELM WAGNER, 
Ph. D., Professor at the Johanneum, Hamburg. Price 25. 

** It carries the reader rapidly through some of the most important incidents 
connected with the German race and name, from the invasion of Italy by the 
eco under their King Alaric, down to the Franco-German War and the 
installation of the present Emperor. The notes supply very well the connecting 
links between the successive periods, and exhibit in its various phases of growth 
and progress, or the reverse, the vast unwieldy mass which constitutes modern 
Germany.”— Zimes. 


DER STAAT FRIEDRICHS DES GROSSEN. 
By G. FREYTAG. With Notes. By WILHELM WAGNER, Ph.D., 
Professor at the Johanneum, Hamburg. rice as. 

‘‘ These are recent additions to the handy reprints given in the ‘ Pitt Press 
Series.’ In both the intention is to combine the studies of literature and his- 
tory... In the second of these little books, the editor gives, with some altera- 
tions, a fairly written essay on Mr Carlyle’s hero. The notes appended to the 
essay, like those following the ballads, are mostly concise and useful.” 


A theneeum. 


‘* Prussia under Frederick the Great, and France under the Directory, bring 
us face to face respectively with periods of history which it is right should be 
known thoroughly, and which are well treated in the Pitt Press volumes.” 

Times. 


Goethe's Knabenjahre. (1749—1759.) GOETHE’S 
BOYHOOD: being the First Three Books of his Autobiography. 
Arranged and Annotated by WILHELM WAGNER, Ph. D., Pro- 
fessor at the Johanneum, Hamburg. /Pvice as. 


GOETHE’S HERMANN AND DOROTHEA. 
With an Introduction and Notes. By the same Editor. Price 35. 


“Τῆς notes are among the best that we know, with the . 
they are often too abundant.”—Academy. : reservation that 


Das Jahr 1813 (THE YEAR 1813), by F. KOHLRAUSCH. 
With English Notes. By the same Editor. Price 2s. 


London: Cambridge Warehouse, 17 Paternoster Row. 
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V. ENGLISH. 


THE TWO NOBLE KINSMEN, edited with 


Introduction and Notes by the Rev. Professor SKEAT, M.A., 
formerly Fellow of Christ’s College, Cambridge. Price 35. 6d. 


*‘ This edition of a play that is well worth study, for more reasons than one, 
by so careful a scholar as Mr Skeat, deserves a hearty welcome.” —A thenaum. 


‘‘Mr Skeat is a conscientious editor, and has left no difficulty unexplained, 


either of sense or language.” —Zimes. 


BACON’S HISTORY OF THE REIGN OF 
KING HENRY VII. With Notes by the Rev. J. Rawson 


Lumsy, D.D., Fellow of St Catharine’s College, Cambridge. 
Price 35. 


SIR THOMAS MORE’S UTOPIA. With Notes 


by the Rev. J. Rawson LumBy, D.D., Fellow of St Catharine’s 
College, Cambridge. [Nearly ready. 


[Other Volumes are in preparation. | 


CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY REPORTER. 
Published by Authority. 


Containing all the Official Notices of the University, Reports of 
Discussions in the Schools, and Proceedings of the Cambridge Philo- 
sophical, Antiquarian, and Philological Societies. 3d. weekly. 


CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY EXAMINATION 
PAPERS. 


Published in occasional numbers every Term, and in volumes for the 
Academical year. 


London: Cambridge Warehouse, 14 Paternoster Row. 
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UNIVERSITY OF CAMBRIDGE 
LOCAL EXAMINATIONS. 








EXAMINATION PAPERS, 
for various years, with the Regulations for the Examination. 
Demy Oétavo. 2s. each, or by Post, 25. 2d. 
The Regulations for the Examination in 1879 are now ready. 


CLASS LISTS FOR VARIOUS YEARS. 
6d. each, by Post 7d. 


For 1878. Boys 1s. GIRLS 6d. 


ANNUAL REPORTS OF THE SYNDICATE, 
With Tables showing the success and failure of the Candidates. 


2s. each, by Post 2s. 2d. 


HIGHER LOCAL EXAMINATIONS. 
EXAMINATION PAPERS 


for various years, with the Regulations for the Examination. 
Demy Oétavo. 2s. each, by Post 2s. 2d. 


REPORTS OF THE SYNDICATE. 
Demy O¢tavo. 15.) by Post 1s. 14. 


OXFORD AND CAMBRIDGE SCHOOLS 
EXAMINATIONS. 
tr) PAPERS SET IN THE EXAMINATION FOR CER- 
tificates, July, 1876. Price ts. 


2. LIST OF CANDIDATES WHO OBTAINED CERTI- 
ficates at the Exarninations held in December, 1876, and in June and July, 
1877; and Supplementary Tables. Price 6d. 


3. REGULATIONS OF THE OXFORD AND CAMBRIDGE 
Schools Examination Board for the year 1878. Price 6d. 


4- REPORT OF THE OXFORD AND CAMBRIDGE 
Schools Examination Board for the’ year ending Oct. 31, 1877. Price 1s. 
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